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FOREWORD 


During  the  past  decade,  our  country  lias  witnessed  the  emero^ence  of 
a  protracted  debate  between  the  executive  branch  and  the  Congress 
over  the  formuh^tion  of  American  foreign  policy.  The  Congress  has 
maintained  that  the  executive  branch  has  denied  Congress  access  to  the 
information  it  considers  in  reviewing  executive  foreign  policy  de- 
cisions. With  equal  assertiveness,  the  executive  branch  has  argued  that 
Congress  has  overstepped  its  legislative  jurisdiction,  encroached  upon 
the  prerogatives  of  the  executive  branch,  and  in  certain  instances, 
thwarted  specific  executive  initiatives. 

In  his  excellent  and  well-documented  study,  Harry  L.  Wrenn,  a  pro- 
fessional analyst  in  the  Foreign  Affairs  and  National  Defense  Division 
of  the  Congressional  Research  Service,  traces  the  development  of  this 
institutional  conflict  from  its  origins  during  World  War  II  to  its 
historical  culmination  in  the  public  debates  over  U.S.  policy  in  the 
Vietnam  war.  The  first  part  of  the  study  gives  an  historical  overview, 
and  examines  the  congressional-executive  relationship  during  six  ad- 
ministrations. The  second  half  evaluates  the  underlying  issues  in  a 
comprehensive  analysis  of  "information  politics." 

This  study  offers  much  insight  into  a  most  profound  issue.  I  recom- 
mend it  to  all  who  are  interested  in  furthering  their  understanding  of 
an  institutional  rivalry  which  is  a  critical  element  in  the  formulation 
of  U.S.  foreign  policy. 

John  Sparkman, 
Chair'man^  Corrumittee  on  Foreign  Relations. 
(Ill) 


The  Secretary  of  State  *  *  *  has  found  Congress  more  or  less  hostile 
ever  since  Con<^ress  first  sat.  The  Secretary  of  State  exists  only  to 
recognize  the  existence  of  a  world  which  Congress  would  rather  ig- 
nore. *  *  *  Since  the  first  day  the  Senate  existed,  it  has  always  intrigued 
against  the  Secretary  of  State  whenever  the  Secretary  has  been  obliged 
to  extend  his  functions  beyond  the  appointment  of  Consuls.  *  *  * 

— Henry  Adams. 


The  fatal  cleavage  in  government  upon  which  Wilson  foundered  by 
being  too  clever  is  inexorably,  inevitably,  bit  by  bit  developing  again — 
and  from  exactly  the  same  causes.  Congress  just  doesn't  like  to  be  hood- 
winked, bypassed,  patronized,  lied  to,  or  ati'ronted  in  the  field  of 
foreign  policy. 

— Allen  Drury. 
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INTRODUCTION 


One  outgrowth  of  domestic  opposition  to  the  war  in  Southeast  Asia 
in  tlie  late  1960-s  was  the  emergence  of  an  intense  and  wide-ranging 
debate  over  the  boundary  delimiting  executive  and  legislative  au- 
thority with  respect  to  foreign  affairs.  While  on  one  level  dispute  con- 
tinued over  who  was  "right"  and  who  was  "wrong"  about  the  conduct 
of  the  war,  on  another  level  it  was  less  a  question  of  who  had  the  truth 
than  who  controlled  the  "options,"  who  ought  to  control  them,  and 
why.  Experience  with  the  war  policy  seemed  to  indicate  that  in  most 
situations  it  was  the  executive  branch  that  had  the  upper  hand. 

A  main  feature  of  these  discussions  was  an  oft-repeated  argument 
that  the  President's  demonstrated  supremacy  in  these  matters  could  be 
traced  directly  to  an  evident  preponderance  in  his  information  re- 
sources over  those  of  his  legislative  rival.  To  frustrated  congressional 
critics  of  the  war  it  was  especially  galling  to  discover  that  this 
superiority  in  resources  seemed  to  rest  in  good  part  on  a  practice  among 
executive  officials  of  withholding  information  from  Congress  for  which 
it  had  a  clear  need  and  a  presumptive,  if  not  compelling,  right  to 
demand. 

High  level  secret  diplomacy  (in  regard  to  which  the  argument  that 
bargaining  "options"  must  be  protected  is  a  common  device  for  avoid- 
ing public  knowledge  and  accountability),  the  fait  accompli  in  crisis 
situations,  the  security  classification  system  and  the  claim  of  executive 
privilege,  the  calculated  leak,  and  the  jargon  and  protected  sanctuaries 
of  "expertise"  seemed  to  many  to  be  just  so  many  weapons  with  which 
executive  officials  waged  war  on  congressional  competence  in  foreign 
affairs  and  thwarted  congressional  participation  in  policymaking.  If 
at  times  it  appeared  that  Congress  was  content  with  its  passive  role, 
the  critics  argued  that  this  was  so  largely  because  through  the  use  of 
these  very  devices  the  executive  branch  had  deprived  it  of  the  means  to 
do  other  than  acquiesce,  reducing  it  to  near  impotence  at  decisive 
moments  by  withholding  the  accurate  and  timely  information  a  legis- 
lative body  must  have  to  deliberate  and  to  act.  Knowledge,  the  critics 
affirmed,  is  power,  and  if  the  imbalance  between  executive  and  legisla- 
tive authority  was  ever  to  be  redressed  and  Congress  restored  to  its 
rightful  place  as  an  equal  partner  in  the  constitutional  scheme  of  co- 
ordinate powers,  this  underlying  disparity  in  information  resources 
between  the  two  branches  would  have  to  be  removed.  Among  other 
things,  this  would  entail,  as  a  first  and  essential  step,  opening  up  the 
processes  of  executive  decisionmaking  to  congressional  access  and 
scrutiny. 

The  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  examine  these  theses  in  some  detail. 
Since  the  burden  of  the  argument  is  historical,  one  must  begin  with  an 
excursion  through  some  recent  history.  Part  I,  then,  is  a  short  sur\^ey 
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of  recent  confrontations  over  tlie  cono-ressional  information  issue,  be- 
ginning with  isolationist  charges  against  Eoosevelt  in  the  late  thirties 
that  he  was  being  less  than  candid  with  Congress  and  tlie  public  in  his 
conduct  of  Ainerican  diplomacy  in  the  spreading  conflicts  of  Europe 
and  Asia,  and  continuing  up  through  the  credibility  controversies 
provoked  by  the  Vietnam  war  and  Watergate.  Beginning  and  ending  as 
it  does  wtih  these  attacks  on  Presidential  claims  to  a  wide  and  con- 
fidential discretion  in  ordering  the  Nation's  affairs,  and  encompassing 
in  between  what  some  have  seen  as  a  long  period  of  congressional 
acquiescence  in  executive  supremacy,  the  story  appears  to  come  full 
circle,  with  President  Xixon's  resignation  in  the  aftermath  of  Water- 
gate marking  in  an  emphatic  way  the  conclusion  of  a  great  cycle 
in  the  affairs  of  government  begun  hj  Eoosevelt.  This  picture  has  merit, 
but  is  misleading  in  failing  to  recognize  that,  as  this  study  shows,  the 
fundamental  issue — the  distribution  of  executive  and  legislative  au- 
thority, to  which  the  nari'ower  information  issue  is  but  an  appendage — 
has  never,  even  in  the  most  placid  of  times,  been  far  beneath  the  surface 
of  postwar  politics,  and  has  required  only  the  pressure  of  events  to 
arise  on  more  than  one  occasion  to  disturb  the  smooth  course  of  execu- 
tive-legislative relations  and  bedevil  the  conduct  of  affairs  abroad. 
Truman  had  a  "credibility  gap"  to  face  in  regard  to  his  Far  Eastern 
policies  and  the  Korean  war;  Eisenhower  had  the  Bricker  amend- 
ment, internal  security,  and  "missile  gap"  controversies  to  contend 
with. 

Conflict  was  muted  under  Kennedy,  but  his  reputation  has  suffered 
latterly  from  revelations  concerning  his  administration's  authorization 
of  covert  operations  in  Southeast  Asia  and  its  handling  of  the  Bay  of 
Pigs  and  Cuban  missile  crises.  And,  of  course,  Kennedy,  Johnson,  and 
Nixon  each  confronted  the  long  drawn  out  controversies  produced  by 
the  war  in  Vietnam.  In  fact,  throughout  the  postwar  period,  the  execu- 
tive-legislative power  struggle,  and  its  concomitant  information 
issue,  run  like  red  threads  through  the  duller  cloth  of  bipartisan  co- 
operation, suggesting  that  the  root  cause  of  this  confrontation  is  not 
to  be  found  in  the  ephemera  of  politics — in  personality,  for  instance,  to 
wliich  it  is  often  attributed — but  rather  in  the  abiding  structural  reali- 
ties of  American  politics  and  institutions.  A  cycle  of  changing  attitudes 
may  have  run  its  course  with  Watergate;  the  critical  institutional 
framework  remains  unchanged. 

This  thought  is  expanded  and  examined  analytically  in  Part  II, 
where  the  executive-legislative  struggle  is  traced  to  its  source  in  the 
constitutional  separation  of  powers  and  the  system  of  checks  and 
balances,  which,  as  Professor  Corwin  has  observed,  not  only  invites 
the  tv/o  branches  to  contest  for  supremacy  but  makes  that  struggle 
all  but  inevitable.  Information  manipulation — ^both  sup]:>ression  and 
selective  release — is  identified  as  one  of  the  most  powerful  weapons 
employed  in  this  struggle. 

Certain  characteristics  of  diplomatic  communications,  and  of 
modem  executive  power  in  general,  both  of  which  tend  to  inhibit  the 
flow  of  information  to  Congress  in  rather  specific  ways,  are  then 
identified,  the  most  significant  being  the  organization  and  action 
procedures  of  modern  bureaucracy.  Finally,  the  policymaking  role 
actually  played  by  Congress  in  the' postwar  period,  as  well  as  the  way 


in  which  it  has  tended  to  conceive  that  role,  are  examined  to  determine 
whether  the  intensity  and  depth  of  congressional  participation  in  the 
policy  process  are  iiot  as  much  a  determinant  of  the  information 
Congress  receives  as  they  are  a  consequence  of  prior  information  de- 
ficiencies. Part  II  ends  with  some  rather  general  and  tentative  pro- 
posals for  alleviating  the  congressional  ''information*-  problem.  They 
are  tentative  because  more  definitive  recommendations  on  this  matter 
must  be  based  on  a  clear  determination  of  the  appropriate  role  of 
Congress  in  foreign  affairs,  Thit,  is  an  issue  that  a  congressional 
support  organization  can  apj,yfopriately  raise,  but  for  which  answers 
must  be  evolved  in  the  political  processes  of  the  Congress  itself. 

In  this  last  respect,  a  caution  or  two  concerning  the  limited  scope  of 
this  study  may  be  in  order.  The  study  is  circimiscribed  in  two  ways. 
First,  there  are,  one  may  say,  many  congressional  information  prob- 
lems. Nevertheless,  during  the  period  examined  here,  the  principle 
source  of  information  of  use  to  Congress  in  foreign  policymaking — 
outside  the  press  perhaps — han  been  the  executive  branch.  Thus,  as 
already  pointed  out,  the  coixgressional  infoi'mation  problem  is  in- 
evitably bound  up  with  aspects  of  another,  broader  set  of  diiHculties — 
executive-le.o-islative  relatiouL-.  These  relations  are  preeminently  polit- 
ical relations — relations  to  which  calculations  of  povrer  and  advantage 
are  central — and  a  field  of  permanent  controversy  and  contention, 
much  as  the  Founding  Fathers  intended  them  to  be.  The  particular  in- 
formation problem  examined  here  may  be  described  succinctly  as  the 
one  of  achieving  information  transfer  in  this  special  political  and 
institutional  context. 

The  study  is  further  focused  on  this  --information''  aspect  of  the 
executive-leo-islative  relationship  as  it  arises  in  the  making  of  "high 
policy"  in  foreign  affairs.  There  is  a  consequent  neglect  of  other,  per- 
haps no  less  important,  congressional  functions  in  the  areas  of  pro- 
gram legislation,  program  review  and  oversight,  budget  control,  hard- 
ware issues — especially  in  national  defense — and  the  many  technical 
I)roblems  of  economic  and  trade  policy.  At  the  same  time,  there  is  a 
consequent  emphasis  on  con.wJfftwvs  viewed  as  a  device  for  informa- 
tion exchange.  Consultations  probably  are  the  only  means  available 
that  are  fully  suitable  to  the  task  of  deciding  the  larger  policy  issues 
in  the  executive-legislative  context,  and  since  consultation  in  the  strict 
sense  is  a  (hcisiovrnaMnr/  device^  a  focus  on  it  here  has  tl^e  important 
advantage  of  keepin<r  always  in  sight  the  close  relationship  that  exists 
between  the  congressional  "information  problem*'  and  a  more  compre- 
hensive difficulty— the  making  of  decisions. 

As  to  methodoloofy.  a  few  moments  consideration  will  show  that  in- 
stitutional constraints  close  off  the  most  direct  and  obvious  approaches 
to  a  study  of  congressional  information  deficiencies.  Insofar  as  there 
is  a  congressional  information  problem  it  will  consist  of  a  discrepancy 
between  the  information  Con^-ress  ovghf  to  have  and  the  informptio'n 
it  actu.ally  gets  and  can  use.  Unfortunately,  this  "ought"  is  not  fully 
accessible  to  "objective"  analysis.  If,  for  instance,  one  attempts  to 
extract  a  measure  of  the  amount  and  kind  of  information  Congress 
cuqlxt  to  .o-pt  from,  a  definition  of  the  anpropriate  role  of  Cono-ress  in 
foreign  affairs,  one  finds  that  that  role  remains  undefined  and  con- 
troversial. The  alternative  is  to  apply  the  "reality  principle"  by  asking 


how  close  tlie  pictures  Congressmen  have  had  in  their  heads  of  par- 
ticular historical  events  have  corresponded  with  the  real  character  of 
those  events,  but  this  aj)proach  too  is  blocked  by  controversy.  What, 
after  all,  was  the  reality  of  postwar  United  States-Soviet  relations? 
The  Communist  revolution  in  China  ?  The  Suez  crisis  in  1956  ?  The  war 
in  Southeast  Asia  ?  The  answers  to  these  questions  remain  controver- 
sial, and  thus  offer  no  "objective"  base  line  from  which  to  measure  con- 
gressional information  deficiencies. 

This  study,  therefore,  has  taken  the  more  modest  approach  of  ask- 
ing, in  Part  I,  how  Members  of  Congress  who  were  themselves  involved 
in  major  policy  debates  in  the  past  have  perceived  their  information 
problems.  Not  only  have  congressional  and  other  participants  in  these 
events  had  perceptive  things  to  say  about  the  nature  of  the  difficulties 
confronting  tliem,  but  the  attitudes  they  have  displayed  in  formulating 
their  various  complaints  and  observations  are  themselves  a  critical 
dimension  of  the  problem.  The  analysis  in  Part  II  draws  on  the  work 
of  independent  scholars  to  put  together  a  somewhat  more  coherent 
picture  of  these  same  elements  of  executive-legislative  behavior. 

This  study  clearly  reflects  recent  concerns  in  Congress — especially 
those  growing  out  of  the  war  in  Southeast  Asia.  Nevertheless,  what  is 
most  striking  about  the  matters  surveyed  is  the  great  continuity  and 
permanence  of  the  problem  under  review.  It  is  this  very  rootedness  of 
the  congressional  information  problem — rooted  in  the  conditions  of 
political  life  and  action — that  stands  as  the  central  finding  of  this 
study.  Dean  Acheson  has  commented  on  the  revealing  tendency  of 
Americans  to  refer  to  problems  in  foreign  affairs  as  "headaches.*'  tlie 
suggestion  being  that  if  one  takes  a  "pill"  the  problems  will  <ro  away. 
There  is  no  such  simple  solution  to  the  congressional  information  prob- 
lem in  foreign  affairs. 


Part  I 
INFORMATION  POLITICS;  A  HISTORY 


Cri AFTER    I 

WORLD  WAR  II 


Pearl  Harbor 

On  December  8,  1941.  the  day  after  the  Japanese  attack  on  Pearl 
Harbor,  Senator  David  Walsh  and  Representative  Carl  Vinson,  chair- 
men, respectively,  of  the  Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Naval  Af- 
fairs, arrived  at  the  Xavy  Department  on  a  factfindino-  mission. 
Pressed  into  action  by  the  importunino:s  of  other  committee  members, 
the  two  Congressmen  Avere  seeking;  further  information  on  damaae  sus- 
tained by  the  U.S.  Fleet  at  Pearl  Harbor.  At  first,  officials  at  the  De^ 
partment  were  most  encouraging.  It  was  the  Navy's  intention,  the  twO 
chairmen  were  told,  to  keep  the  Naval  Affairs  Conmiittees  of  both 
Houses  fully  and  promptly  informed  on  all  events  in  the  Pacific.  Cer- 
tain conditions  would  have  to  be  met,  of  course.  As  Senator  Walsh  later 
informed  his  colleagues  from  the  Senate  floor,  the  information  would 
be  provided  "if  it  could  be  done,  and  if  it  seemed  wise  to  do  it,"'  and 
to  the  extent  that  "such  information  '^  *  *  was  not  incompatible  with 
our  national  interest."  ^  Otherwise,  they  could  expect  a  communica- 
tion on  the  subject  that  very  day.  Somewhat  later,  however,  the  Navy 
Department  seem^s  to  have  had  second  thoughts  on  the  matter.  Admiral 
Stark,  Chief  of  Naval  Operations,  called  the  two  chairmen  to  tell  them 
that  if  they  still  wanted  further  information  on  the  events  at  Pearl 
Harbor  they  would  have  to  wait  for  the  President's  radio  speech  on 
December  9,  the  next  day.  At  that  time,  the  Chief  Executive  would 
present  "such  information  as  he  thinks  it  wise  and  proper  to  give  to 
the  American  people."  ^ 

Few  in  the  House  or  Senate  gave  evidence  of  concern  at  this  turn  of 
events.  Senator  Walsh  admitted  on  the  Senate  floor  that  as  a  result 
of  the  Navy's  refusal  he  was  left  with  nothing  to  say."^  At  about  the 
same  time.  Representative  Vinson  was  telling  the  House  that  all  he 
knew  was  "what  I  read  in  the  newspapers."  *  Nevertheless,  both  men 
defended  the  executive  decision.  Senator  Walsh  urged  that  "the  im- 
portant thing  now,  today,  is  for  us  to  wait  until  our  Commander  in 
Chief  speaks,  to  accept,  for  the  present  at  least,  whatever  he  may 
choose  to  say  to  the  American  people  as  the  proper  and  appropriate 
thing  to  say  at  this  time."  ^  "Congress  cannot  fight  this  war,"  argued 
Congressman  Vinson. 


1  Walsh,  David  I.  Remarks  in  the  Senate.  Congressional  Record,  vol.  87,  Dec.  9,  1941 : 
9542. 

2  Ibid. 

3  Ibid. 

*  Vinson,  Carl.  Remarks  in  the  House.  Congressional  Record,  vol.  87.  Dpc.  9.  1941 :  9565. 
6  Walsh,  op.  cit.,  p.  9543. 

(7) 


8 

The  House  of  Representatives  cannot  fight  it.  We  must  leave  it  to  the  military 
and  the  Navy  to  fig-ht  it.  They  must  have  the  privilege  without  criticism  of  decid- 
ing when  to  make  public  information  for  the  benefit  of  the  American  people.  At 
the  same  time,  they  must  guard  against  keeping  information  which  the  public 
should  know.  That  is  a  most  delicate  position  to  occupy.  *  *  *  Let  those  men 
who  are  giving  their  lives  and  who  will  sacrifice  their  lives  determine  it.'^ 

In  the  Senate,  Tom  Connally,  chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  rose  to  say  that  he  for  one  was  willing  to  trust  the  Presi- 
dent to  "tell  us  what  he  thinks  we  ought  to  know,  and  to  withhold 
what  for  the  moment  it  would  not  be  wise  to  divulge."  ^ 

A  few  legislators  did  take  a  rather  different  view.  Senator  Tobey 
was  among  the  most  forward  with  his  suggestion  that  "when  a  thing 
is  fait  accompli^  and  when,  as  reported  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  in 
conversation  today,  a  large  part  of  the  Pacific  fleet  is  wiped  out  and 
that  is  fait  accompli^  the  enemy  certainly  knows  it,  and  the  American 
people  and  their  representatives  in  Congress  ought  to  know  it."  ^  But 
opinion  in  both  Houses  clearly  favored  the  Executive  decision  and 
the  matter  was  quickly  dropped.  There  the  deeper  questions  of  Pearl 
Harbor  were  to  remain,  among  the  political  undercurrents,  largely 
unexplored  until  after  the  war.^  As  to  the  inmiediate  situation,  the 
JN'aval  Affairs  Committees  got  their  report  over  the  radio  along  with 
the  rest  of  the  American  people. 

Executive-Legislative  Relatioxs 

To  that  small  band  of  "isolationist"  Congressmen  and  Senators 
who  had  actively  and  persistently  opposed  President  Roosevelt's 
foreign  policies  in  the  Far  East  and  Europe  in  the  late  1930's,  a  less 
auspicious  beginning  for  a  new  era  in  U.S.  foreign  relations  would 
be  difficult  to  imagine.  A  central  theme  in  their  dispute  with  the  ad- 
ministration had  been  the  charge,  hotly  denied  by  President  Roose- 
velt, Secretary  Hull  and  others,  that  administration  leaders  were  not 
being  "honest"  and  "forthright"  with  the  American  people  and  their 
representatives  in  Congress  regarding  the  conduct  of  American  di- 
plomacy. From  an  isolationist  perspective,  the  Japanese  attack  on 
Pearl  Harbor,  despite  its  otherwise  surprising  aspects,  was  but  the 
denouement  of  a  history  of  executive  duplicity  concerning  the  Na- 
tion's affairs  that  extended  back  over  half  a  crucial  decade.^*^  Xow, 


«  Vinson,  op.  cit.,  p.  9566. 

'  Connally,  Tom.  Remarks  in  the  Senate.  Congressional  Record,  vol.  87,  Dec.  0.  1941  •  9.")42 

"Tobey,  Charles  W.  Remarks  in  the  Senate.  Congressional  Record,  vol.  87,  Dec.  9,  1941: 
0542. 

•  The  Roberts  Commission,  appointed  by  President  Roosevelt  for  the  purpose,  did  conduct 
an  investigation  of  the  Pearl  Harbor  events  in  early  1942,  and  Armv  and  Xnvy  Boards  of 
Inquiry  made  separate  investigations  in  1944.  None  of  these  ex(>ciitive-si)onsored  innuiries 
satished  the  administration's  critics.  It  was  only  in  194.")-40  that  the  whoh'  controversv 
got  a  thorough  airing,  this  time  in  a  congressional  investigation  conducted  bv  the  Joint 
Committee  on  Pearl  Harbor.  Even  this  committee  was  unable  to  get  all  the  evidence  that 
might  have  Immmi  material  to  the  issues.  Refusals  by  the  Truman  administration  to  impart 
certain  kinds  ol  information  to  the  committee  were  consistently  upheld  bv  the  committee 
riiajority.  U.S.  (•()Hf,'n'ss.  .Toint  Coiiiinil  t<'(>  on  the  Investigation  of  th(>  \\k\v\  llart)or  .Vttack 
I  earl  Harbor  Attack.  Hearings,  79th  Cong.,  1st  sess.  Washington,  U.S.  Government  Print- 
ing  Oilice,    l;)4(). 

»«  For  tlic  iMost  part,  commentators  on  diplomatic  history  have  not  been  kind  to  isola- 
tionist prescrii)lions  for  U.S.  forelirn  policy  in  tlie  liCIO's.  but  in  llulit  of  more  recent  de- 
velopments, tlieir  compbiints  concerning  executive  diiplicitv  mav  b<>  given  a  second  hearing 
H  IS  not  uitJioul  significance  to  an  understanding  of  (lie  real  state  of  ('xecutive-leiri.slative 
relations  during  this  j.erlod  that  one  of  the  most  objective  of  all  (he  histories  of  Presi- 
dent Hooseyelts  prewar  foreign  policy,  written  from  an  internationalist  persix'ctive,  is 
entitled  'I  lie  I  i.de.lared  War."  (Langer.  William,  and  S.  Kverelt  (;i.>ason.  "The  Unde- 
clared \y,ir.  1940  41.  .New  York.  Harper  .S:  l{ow.  l!t.^);!.)  For  a  stroim  stafeineiit  of  the 
case  against  Hoosevelt.  see  P.eard.  Cliarles.  "President  Hoosevelt  and  the  Coming  of  the 
>\ar  1.(11  :  A  Study  In  Appearances  and  Realities."  New  Haven,  Yale  University  Press,. 
..;,  Note    I?eard  s    sublide.     For    a    direct    response    to    Peard,    consult    Rausch.    Basil 

K<.o.seveit  from  Munich  to  Pearl  Harbor;  A  Study  in  the  Creation  of  a  Foreign  Policy." 
New  York,  Barnes  &  Noble,  1907. 


in  their  view,  the  country  found  itself  engao^ed  a<^ainst  its  will  in  a 
shooting-  war,  and  already  there  Avas  new  evidence  that  the  old  policy 
of  excluding  Congress  from  access  to  important  information  would 
be  continued. 

Thus,  for  the  one  time  "isolationist,"  Senator  Vandenberg,  Pearl 
Harbor  was  not  the  first  encounter  with  an  "information  problem" 
in  regard  to  the  Nation's  foreign  relations.  On  December  8,  1941,  he 
had  found  occasion  to  confide  to  his  diary  this  retrospective  on  the 
obscure  diplomatic  maneuvering  between  American  officials  and 
Japanese  envoys  that  had  gone  on  in  Washington  in  the  last  days  of 
the  peace: 

We  have  little  or  no  information  regarding  the  peace  negotiations  which  have 
been  going  on  for  10  days  as  a  result  of  the  visit  of  the  Mikado's  special  emissary. 
It  has  all  been  kept  secret — secret  even  from  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Com- 
mittee. Perhaps  this  was  necessary.  But  I  hope  some  day  the  whole  record  will 
be  laid  bare.  I  should  like  to  know  what  the  price  of  peace  in  the  Far  East  would 
have  been.  I  have  the  feeling  that  it  would  have  been  necessary  for  us  to  yield 
but  relatively  little.  *  *  *  " 

But  if  he  had  expected  that  the  outbreak  of  Avar  would  make  any  sud- 
den difference,  he  was  doomed  to  disappointment.  Within  one  week 
he  was  writing  in  his  diary  that  Lord  Halifax,  the  British  Ambas- 
sador, and  even  the  public  speeches  of  Winston  Churchill,  were  better 
sources  of  information  about  American  affairs  of  state  than  officials 
in  his  own  Goveniment.^^  A  quite  similar  concern  was  being  voiced 
outside  the  Government,  and  from  a  different  quarter  of  the  political 
spectrum.  Walter  Lippmann,  too,  had  noted  a  contrast  between  the 
openness  of  Churchill  and  his  ministers  and  the  reserve  of  Roosevelt, 
a  contrast  he  was  inclined  to  attribute  to  differences  betw^een  the  "presi- 
dential" and  parliamentary  systems.  It  had  been  especially  disconcert- 
ing to  the  columnist  that  the  first  thorough  explanation  of  the  military 
and  political  import  of  the  events  at  Pearl  Harbor  had  come,  not  from 
the  American  President,  but  from  the  British  Prime  Minister.  This 
boded  ill  for  the  future,  he  thought :  "Mr.  Roosevelt  has  a  long,  hard, 
bitter  war  to  conduct,  and  he  cannot  conduct  it  successfully  without 
explaining  it  continually  to  the  people."  ^^ 

In  the  event,  however,  for  good  or  ill,  very  little  was  changed.  A 
proposal  from  Senator  Yandenberg  for  a  joint  committee  on  the  war 
was  quickly  rejected  by  the  President;  it  got  as  little  support  from 
the  Senator's  fellow  lawmakers.^^  Instead,  primary  reliance  was  placed 
on  the  relationships  already  existing  between  the  various  executive 
departments  and  agencies,  and  their  corresponding  connmittees  in 
Congress.  In  most  cases,  these  relationships  were  strengthened  early 
in  the  war,  and  kept  in  reasonable  healthy  order  throughout  the  con- 
flict. Senator  Connally  arranged  to  have  weekly  State  Department 
briefings  for  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  at  Avhich  time  the 
committee,  in  Connally's  words,  was  supposed  to  get  the  "inside 
dope."  ^^  The  "dope"  it  got  may  have  been  of  a  very  different  kind, 

11  Vandenberff,  Arthur  H.  "The  Vandenberg  Papers."  Edited  by  Arthur  H.  Vandenberg,  Jr. 
Boston,  Houghton  Mifflin,  1952,  p.  17. 

1-  Ibid.,  pp.  22-23,  27-29. 

13  "The  President  and  the  People."  In  "The  Essential  Lippmann  ;  A  Political  Philosophy 
for  a  Liberal  Democracy."  Edited  by  Clinton  Rossiter  and  James  Lare.  New  York,  Random 
House,  1963,  p.  471. 

"  Vandenberg,  "Papers,"  pp.  24-25. 

15  Connally,  Tom.  "My  Name  is  Tom  Connally."  New  York,  Thomas  Crowell,  1954,  p.  254. 
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however.  On  the  testimony  of  congressional  participants,  these  and 
other  information  exchanges  seem  to  have  been  confined  largely  to 
broad  generalities.  Senator  Vandenberg,  for  one,  was  far  from  satis- 
fied. His  complaints  on  this  matter  were  to  be  multiplied,  and  are 
especially  telling  in  that  they  continued  unabated  long  after  he  had 
aJbandoned  isolationism  and  opposition  for  an  internationalist  and  bi- 
partisan stance  on  foreign  policy  issues. 

A  major  reason  for  Cordell  HulPs  long  retention  as  Secretary  of 
State  was  President  Roosevelt's  belief  that  the  ex-Congressman  from 
Tennessee  would  be  able  to  get  along  exceptionally  well  with  his  for- 
mer colleagues  on  the  Hill.  In  his  memoirs.  Secretary  Hull  records 
that  he  had  always  tried  to  do  his  best  by  the  House  and  Senate,  but 
there  are  indications  that  his  best  was  not  enough. ^^  An  especially  try- 
ing aspect  of  the  situation  was  that  since  President  Roosevelt  often 
preferred  to  work  through  intermediaries  other  than  his  Secretary'  of 
State,  and  even  to  act  as  his  own  foreign  secretary,  Hull  and  his  De- 
partment were  themseh^es  frequenth^  in  the  dark  on  recent  diplomatic 
developments.  In  addition,  despite  his  own  long  service  in  the  House  of 
Representatives,  Hull  apparently  could  not,  in  his  new  position  as 
Secretary  of  State,  bring  himself  fully  to  trust  the  Congress.  As  Sen- 
ator Connally  recalled  the  wartime  situation.  Secretary  Hull  ''wanted 
to  pursue  his  business  without  being — what  he  called — attacked, 
pressured,  or  annoyed  by  Senators.*'  ^'^ 

Still,  it  appeared  that  Secretary  Hull  was  but  the  personification  of 
a  much  wider  condition  of  affairs.  The  i)roblem,  it  seemed,  was  general. 
One  encountered  everywhere  in  the  executive  hierarchy  a  m.arked 
hesitancy  to  yield  up  precise  information  on  any  sensitive  subject. 
Secretary  Hull's  reticence  and  his  penchant  for  generalities  revealed 
an  attitude  of  mind  that  was  not  peculiar  to  him,  but  one  he  seems  to 
have  shared  with  other  high  officials  and  the  foreign  policy  bureauc- 
racy as  well.  With  a  war  on.  confidentiality  seemed  a  dire  necessity, 
and  it  had  often  been  the  contention  of  officialdom  that  Congress  could 
not  l>e  trusted  to  keep  a  secret.  An  incident  in  late  1943,  involving  the 
leak  of  information  from  a  secret  report  given  by  Senator  Russell  in 
executive  session,  did  nothing  to  allay  this  distrust.^^  But  since  leaks 
had  always  been  at  least  as  common  from  the  executive  branch  itself 
as  from  Congress,  the  cause  of  the  mutual  suspicion — by  Congi-ess  of 
the  executiA^e  branch  as  well  as  vice  versa — appeared  to  lie  much 
deeper.  Perhaps  as  Walter  Lippmann  had  suggested,  the  origin  of  the 
])roblem  Avas  structural.  Parliamentary  government,  Lippmann 
tliouglit,  promoted  a  "reciprocity  between  the  leader  and  the  people" 
and  a  ''halut  of  intimacy  and  frankness"  between  executive  and  legis- 
lative organs  that  the  Presidential  arrangement  did  not.^^ 

Congressional  Inviostigattons 

Alternative  appi'oaches  to  the  problem  did  exist.  Congressional  in- 
vestigations and  op]:)ort unities  for  direct  participation  in  wartime 

"•  Hull,  (-..nlcll.  "AfoinoJrs."  New  York,  ^rncnllllan  Co.,  1948. 
'■('(. iiiially.  op.  (it.,  p.  202. 
'•*  Kii.s.s«vU,  Kicliard.  HcinnrkH  In  the  Senate.  Congressional  Record,  vol.  89,  Oct.  28,  1943  : 

MH,»:>. 

1!.  "The  I'nsldcnt  and  the  People,"  op.  cit.,  p.  471. 
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diplomacy  offered  t\yo  means  by  which  Cono-ressmen  mioflit  expect  to 
keep  up  Avith  events  and  play  a  part  in  tlie  war  effort.  From  his  study 
of  the  wartime  Congress,  Professor  Young  lias  concluded  that  the  pro- 
liferation of  investigation  committees  was  one  of  its  most  snigular 
characteristics.-^  Altogether,  more  than  100  investigations  were  con- 
ducted into  various  aspects  of  the  war.-^  Xevertheless,  Professor  Young 
also  suggests  that  this  growth  of  investigating  activity  was  at  least 
in  part  a  substitute  measure  made  necessary  by  tJie  failure  of  Com^^vo^ 
and  administration  to  establish  more  formal  and  regular  channels  of 
information  exchange  and  consultation.  These,  he  thinks,  might  have 
served  the  public  interest  somewhat  better.-- 

Furthermore.  there  is  some  question  v.  hether  in  most  instances  these 
investigations  ever  succeeded  in  penetrating  very  far  beneath  the  skin 
of  the  executive  behemoth.  Senator  Truman  and  othei's  took  an  opti- 
mistic view,  but  another  participant  in  the  wartime  Governm.ent.  Dean 
Acheson,  was  less  sanguine.  It  is  also  worth  noting  that  in  sharp  con- 
trast to  the  later  practice  of  cono-ressional  committees  in  the  Korean 
and  Vietnam  wars,  none  of  the  Y»"orld  AVar  II  investiijations  ever  at- 
tempted to  come  to  grips  with  the  actual  direction  and  conduct  of  the 
war — that  is,  with  the  great  political  and  strategic  decisions  and  mili- 
tary and  naval  operations  that  were  shaping  immediate  events  and 
through  them  laying  the  foundations  of  the  postwar  world.  There 
seems  to  have  been  broad,  though  by  no  means  unanimous,  agreement 
that  diplomatic  and  military  affairs  were  for  statesmen  and  soldiers  to 
contend  with,  and  not  congressional  committees.  Congress,  especially 
through  its  conduct  of  investigations,  displayed  throughout  the  war  an 
intense  interest  in  what  might  be  called  the  war  program.  Policy,  on 
the  other  hand,  was  left  largely  to  the  discretion  of  the  President. 

Plaxxixg  the  Peace 

In  only  one  major  instance  was  the  line  drawn  between  the  war 
program  and  the  war  policy  crossed  by  Congress  in  anything  like  an 
effective  Avay.  The  administration,  determined  to  avoid  the  kind  of 
fiasco  that  had  befallen  President  Wilson  with  the  League  of  Xations, 
moved  early  to  associate  powerful  ]Members  of  Congress  with  the 
effort  to  construct  a  new  collective  security  organization.  The  result- 
ing relationship  was  consultative  in  the  fullest  sense,  and  thus  en- 
compassed not  only  a  two-way  flow  of  information — from  Congress 
to  the  executive  branch  as  well  as  vice  versa — but  a  large  measure  of 
joint  decisionmaking  as  well.^'^  With  this  said,  however,  it  becomes 
all  the  more  important  to  stress  the  narrow  scope  of  this  enterprise. 
President  Wilson,  it  Avas  believed,  had  made  a  tactical  blunder  of 
enormous  and  tragic  consequence  when  he  tied  the  fate  of  the  postwar 
political  settlements  to  the  League  of  Nations  by  including  both  ele- 
ments of  the  peace  in  the  Treaty  of  Versailles.  The  administration  was 

20  Youngr,  Roland.  "Congressional  Politics  in  the  Second  World  War."  New  York,  Columbia 
rniversity  Press.  1957,  p.  19. 

21  Ibid.,   p.    227. 

22  Youns.  op.  cit.  p.  228. 

23  For  a  full  account  of  these  matters,  see  Russell.  Ruth  B.,  and  Jeanette  E.  Muther, 
"A  mstory  of  the  United  Nations  Charter:  the  Role  of  the  United  Stntes  lit40-45."  Wash- 
ineton.  the  Brookinsrs  Institution.  195S  :  and  Notter.  Harley  A.  "Postwar  Foreisrn  Policv 
Preparation.  1939-45,"  Washington,  D.C.,  U.S.  Department  of  State,  U.S.  Government 
Printing  Office,  1950. 
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careful,  therefore,  to  separate  neo-otiations  for  postwar  political  ar- 
rangements from  those  aimed  at  establishing  a  new  peace  organization; 
This  put  Congressmen  and  Senators  participating  in  the  discussions  on 
the  United  Xations  in  a  rather  awkward  position. 

How.  Senator  Vandenberg  Avanted  to  know,  was  it  possible  to  make 
rational  decisions  concerning  the  structure  of  a  new  peace  organiza- 
tion wlien  one  had  ''no  approach  to  the  considerations  involved  in  the 
writing  of  the  terms  of  the  peace  itself?"  2*  A  solution  to  this  dif- 
ficulty conceivably  might  have  been  found  in  associatino:  the  same 
group  of  congressional  leaders  who  were  working  on  the  United  Na- 
tions with  the  politics  of  peacemaking,  but  this  course  was  not  taken, 
nor  apparently  even  seriously  considered.  Instead,  the  crucial  policy 
decisions  of  the  war  were  made  either  by  the  President  and  his  close 
advisers  acting  alone — this  was  the  procedure  where  discretion  lay 
with  the  Ignited  States — or  in  the  great  su.mmit  conferences  with 
Churchill.  Stalin,  and  the  lesser  wartime  leaders,  from  which  congres- 
sional representatives  were  also  excluded.-^ 

As  is  now  ]vnown.  two  rather  large  pieces  were  missing  from  Senator 
Vandenberg's  jigsaw  puzzle  of  the  postwar  world.  The  first  of  these 
was  atomic  energy.  The  Government  program  to  produce  a  nuclear 
weapon  was  put  into  motion  at  the  President's  initiative.  Avith  no 
congressional  participation  in  the  decision,  and  was  so  secret  that  even 
the  appropriations  Avere  disguised  and  the  knowledge  of  their  true 
use  Avithheld  from  Congress.^"  This  means  that  Senator  Vandenberg 
and  other  ^Members  of  the  House  and  Senate,  and.  indeed,  most 
officials  in  the  executiA^e  branch  as  well.  AATre  planning  the  peace  in 
ignorance  of  the  existence  of  a  force  that  Avould  become  a  dominatin-o: 
presence  in  the  postAvar  Avorld — the  atomic  bomb.  The  Secretary  of 
War,  Henry  Stimson,  Avho  was  himself  responsible  for  enforcing  the 
secrecy  that  surrounded  the  weapons  program,  summed  uj:)  the  prob- 
lem in  a  succinct  understatement:  "To  approach  any  Avorld  ])eac^ 
organization  of  any  pattern  noAv  likely  to  be  considered,  Avitliout  an 
appreciation  *  *  *  of  the  poAver  of  this  new  Aveapon,  would  seem  to 
be  unrealistic."  2' 

Also  excluded  from  congressional  scrutiny,  and  the  second  missing 
piece  in  Vanden])erg  s  puzzle,  Avere  the  deliberations  that  took  place 
at  the  great  Avartime  political  conferences,  together  Avith  certain  of 
the  results  of  those  meetings  as  Avell.  The  situation  for  Congress  here 
Avas  rather  different  from  that  with  respect  to  atomic  energy.  In 
this  case,  Members  Avith  Senator  Vandenberg's  outlook  Avere  in  an 


-'  A'andonhorg,  "Papers,"  op.  clt,  p.  96. 

^RooseveU's  position  at  the  siimniit  conferences  contrasted  starkly  with  that  of 
CJiiircliill  :  "Thp  Atlantic  Conference  .irave  IToplcins  an  opjiortunity  to  ol)serve  more  clearly 
than  ever  the  difForcncos  hetwcen  the  American  and  Britisli  systems  of  democracy  This  was 
tho  first  time  he  liad  seen  Jmth  the  President  and  Prime  Minister  in  operation  "away  from 
their  own  home  hases.  He  remarked  on  tlie  fact  tliat  whereas  Kooseyelt  was  completely  on 
Ills  own,  subject  only  to  the  advice  of  his  immediate  and  self-selected  entouraire  which 
advice  he  could  accej.t  or  reject.  Churchill  was  constantly  reporting'  to  and  consnlt'inir  the 
\Nar  (  al)inet  in  London,  addressint;  liis  commnnicalions  to  the  T>ord  Privy  Seal,  who  was 
tlien  (  h'liM'nt  Attlee  Diirin-  :!  days  more  than  lU)  communications  passed  between  the 
Prince  of  WiiP.s  and  AVliitehall,  and  the  speed  of  communication  and  of  action  thereon  was 
nivflVr.''-'"!!!'*  'v"  -^"'1'J'<'""«"  SMierwood  Kohert  K.  "Hooseyelt  and  IlopUins  ;  An  Intimate 
lllst«)ry.     New  ^ork,  Harper  &  Bros.,   VMS.,  p.  ,",r.l. 

Tf/"J«'."l!'f„^fV""*"V'^   ^^V*'   '••'    'V   on    the   s..cn't   in   late  I'M'J.   and   somewhat  later  five  kev 
Kepresentatives.  larirely  lii  order  that  they  mi;;ht  lend  a  hand  in  expeditlnir  the  disjrnised 
h  id;,'e  .  See  the  text  of  letters  on  this  suh.jeet  from  Senator  Styles  Prldffes  and  Representa- 
tive (  larence  <'annon  In  AOunu,  op.  cit..  pp.    I.~»   4f).  .  ?,  i 
1948^*p"6!J6  """^^  ^'■'   '^^"  '"^^^^^'^  Service  In  Peace  and  War."  New  York,  Harpers  &  Bros., 
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ei^pociallv  imromfortablo  position.  l)oinir  nnitoly  awaro  tliat  rritirally 
important  dccisionR  Avoro  boin<r  mado,  without  knowing  wliat  those 
decisions  were.  Dean  Acheson,  wlio  was  an  Assistant  Secretaiy  of 
State,  paints  a  somewliat  condescending]^  portrait  of  Senator  Vanden- 
ber^  at  this  time  as  a  frustrated  man  "very  much  on  the  outside  tiyin^^ 
to  look  in"  and  taking  "the  most  horrendous  view"  of  every  executive 
initiative. ^^  The  times  were  tryin^r  indeed  foi-  tliose  con<]:ressional 
leaders  who  feared  that  the  President  was  not  above  committino:  the 
Nation  to  specific  and  bindino-  postwar  international  a^freements  with- 
out the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  or  even  its  knowled^rt". 

When  opportunity  did  arise,  Senator  Yandenl)er^  and  others  pressed 
hard,  and  there  were  minor  victories.  But  the  frustrating  reality  was 
that  the  wall  of  secrecy  surrounding  the  political  and  militaiy  decision- 
making at  Teheran,  Yalta,  Potsdam,  and  the  other  w\artime  confer- 
ences was  never  breached. 

This  left  even  Senator  Connally,  who  saj^s  he  always  felt  his  posi- 
tion as  cliairman  of  the  Foreign  Kelations  Committee  obliged  him  to 
defend  the  administration's  foreign  policies,  in  a  difficult  position : 
"I  believe  he  [President  Roosevelt]  should  have  invited  some  of  us 
congressional  leaders  to  accompany  him  to  conferences  abroad,"  he 
writes.  "Certainly  such  action  would  have  made  it  easier  for  me  to 
defend  his  policy  decisions  in  the  Senate."  Still,  he  had  never  gone  so 
far  as  to  challenge  the  President  on  this  point.  That,  he  thought,  would 
have  been  to  encroach  on  the  President's  authority :  "I  never  asked  him 
to  include  me  in  tlie  international  conferences.  That  was  up  to  him  to 
decide."  ^^ 

DErERRIXG  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

This  deference  shown  the  President,  which  was  typical  of  Senator 
Connally,  and  of  many  another  Congressman  and  Senator  as  well,  calls 
attention  to  an  especially  revealing  aspect  of  the  congressional-execu- 
tiAe  relationship  during  the  war.  World  War  II  is  rightly  remembered 
as  a  time  of  national  unity  and  common  purpose,  and  not  as  a  period  of 
struggle  between  the  political  branches  of  Government.  With  the  attack 
on  Pearl  Harbor,  Congress  shook  off  the  isolationist  "aberration"  of 
the  1930's  and  rallied  to  the  support  of  the  President.  Whatever  the 
merits  of  the  complaints  raised  by  Senator  Vandenberg  and  others 
against  the  administration's  decisionmaking  and  information  policies, 
the  public  impact  was  slight  indeed.  Xo  crisis  in  credibility  of  the  kind 
that  later  plagued  administrations  during  the  Korean  and  Vietnam 
wars  ever  arose  to  complicate  the  wartime  tasks  of  President  Roosevelt. 
During  the  war,  for  reasons  that  mixed  patriotism,  partisanship,  and 
personality,  most  ^Members  of  Congress  were  more  than  ready  to  believe 
in  the  President's  essential  integrity,  and  in  his  superior  capacity  to 
manage  the  global  conflict.  Most  seem  to  have  believed  as  well  that  it 
would  have  been  improper  for  Congress  to  "interfere"  in  the  making 
of  "policy,"  a  Presidential  responsibility.  This  latter  attitude  probably 
was  strengthened  by  a  habit  of  subordinating  political  concerns  to 
military  ones  in  the  conduct  of  the  war.  Even"  those  who  might  have 
been  ready  to  assert  the  equal  competence  of  Congress  in  political 
matters  were  hesitant  about  requesting  information  or  offering  an 
opinion  on  anything  so  esoteric  or  fully  under  the  dominion  of  exper- 
tise as  military  strategy. 

28  Acheson,  Dean.  "Sketches  from  Life."  New  York,  Harper  &  Row,  1960,  pp.  124-25. 

29  Connally,  op.  cit,  p.  254. 


Chapter  II 
THE  TRUMAN  ADMINISTRATION 


Postwar  Reform 

It  is  true  nonetlieless  that  the  vast  growth  of  executive  and  Presi- 
dential power  during  the  war  years  did  generate  much  unease  in  Con- 
gress, and  loft  many  ^lembers  concerned  that  the  reins  of  sliared 
governmental  control  were  slipping  rapidly  from  a  weakening  con- 
gressional grasp.  Furthermore,  even  as  the  war  came  to  a  close  and  the 
transition  to  peace  began,  it  was  evident  that  the  Nation's  Vv'orld 
responsibilities  had  grown  enormously,  and  that  the  complexity  and 
weight  of  the  tasks  facing  hoth  branches  of  government  had  increased 
in  like  proportion.  In  the  inclusion  of  specific  reporting  requirenients 
in  the  legislation  authorizing  U.S.  participation  in  the  United  Nations, 
and  in  the  establishment  of  a  Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy,  with 
statutory  provisions  to  assure  congressional  access  to  information,  one 
finds  goocl  evidence  that  legislators  coming  out  of  the  war  were  not 
unaware  of  the  strength  of  the  new  challenges,  and  of  the  need  to 
fashion  new  mechanisms  of  information  and  control  with  which  to 
meet  them.^ 

It  was  in  the  Legislative  Reorganization  Act  of  1946,  however,  that 
Congress  made  a  systematic  attempt  to  prepare  itself  to  meet  the  new 
conditions.  A  major  aim  of  this  act  was  to  give  permanence  and  con- 
tinuity to  the  processes  of  congressional  oversight,  the  hope  being  that 
the  rash  of  special  committees  and  one-shot  investigations  by  which 
so  much  oversight  and  inquiry  had  been  carried  on  in  the  past  could 
be  replaced  by  methods  that  Avould  keep  all  important  government 
agencies  and  their  activities  under  close  and  continuous  congressional 
scrutiny.^  Beyond  this,  a  general  strengthening  of  congressional  infor- 
mation capabilities  was  attempted  through  the  authorization  of  per- 
manent professional  staffs  for  the  committees,  and  an  expansion  of  the 
Legislative  Reference  Service  (now  the  Congressional  Research  Serv- 
ice). Other  provisions  of  the  act,  such  as  those  calling  for  the  prepara- 
tion of  a  legislative  budget,  restricting  the  kinds  of  private  bills  that 
might  be  submitted,  regulating  lobbying  activity,  and  authorizing  ini- 

1  On  the  United  Nations  Participation  Act,  Corwin  makes  this  comment :  "There  are 
several  significant  things  about  tliis  legislation.  First  and  foremost  is  the  fact  of  its  having 
been  enacted  at  all,  for  the  consequence  of  this  is  that  American  implementation  of  the 
Charter,  and  hence  its  ultimately  binding  interpretation  for  the  United  States,  is  based  on 
the  national  legislative  power,  not  on  the  treaty-making  power,  nor  on  presidential  preroga- 
tive. The  second  significant  feature  of  the  measure  is  its  assertion  of  the  right  of  Congress 
to  be  kept  informed  regarding  both  the  activities  of  the  United  Nations  and  American 
participation  therein.  The  assertion  follows  logically  from  the  premise  of  legislative  imple- 
mentation." Corwin.  Edward  S.  "The  President:  Office  and  Powers."  New  York,  New  York 
University  Press,  1957.  p.  270. 

2  Griffith.  Ernest  S.  "Congress,  Its  Contemporary  Role."  New  York,  New  York  University 
Press,  1961,  p.  4.3. 
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provernents  in  the  Congressional  Eecord,  were  also  expected  to  have  an 
important,  if  indirect,  impact  on  cono-ressional  information  and  over- 
sight capabilities. 

A  more  or  less  concurrent  reorganization  in  the  executive  branch 
is  less  immediately  relevant  to  the  purposes  of  this  study,  but  it  is 
worth  recalling  that  Congress  Avas  not  alone  during  this  period  in 
sensing  the  inadequacy  of  current  methods  of  information  gathering 
and  decisionmaking.  Furthermore,  the  centerpiece  of  this  reform  ef- 
fort, the  National  Security  Act  of  19J:7,  which  brought  the  three  mili- 
tary services  together  uncler  a  single  head  (the  Secretary  of  Defense) 
and  created  a  single  Government  agency  to  coordinate  intelligence 
gathering  (the  Central  Intelligence  Agency)  is  important  for  another 
reason.  The  act  may  well  have  introduced  new  order  into  executive 
arrangements  for  handling  national  security  matters,  but  it  was  also 
pregnant  with  problems  for  Congress.  Centralization  in  the  defense 
establishment  soon  reduced  the  number  of  points  of  congressional  ac- 
cess to  that  huge  bureaucracy,  while  the  secrecy  surrounding  the  new 
intelligence  agency  brought  a  whole  host  of  added  difficulties,  from 
the  inaccessibility  of  secret  intelligence  estimates,  to  the  dilemmas  of 
overseeing  covert  operations. 

Bipartisanshijy  was  a  second  major  feature  of  postwar  efforts  to 
improve  the  policymaking  mechanism  and  there  is  an  important  link 
between  the  use  made  of  that  device  to  overcome  frictions  in  the  ex- 
ecutive-legislative relationship  and  the  course  of  congressional  infor- 
mation problems  in  the  postwar  period.  The  precise  nature  of  that 
connection  is  disputed,  however.  Congress  relies  lieavily  on  the  execu- 
tive branch  for  foreign  affairs  information  and  interbranch  informa- 
tion flow  is  one  of  the  first  casualties  of  interbranch  hostilities.  One 
might  reasonably  expect,  therefore,  that  any  increase  in  harmony 
and  mutual  trust  between  the  two  branches,  Avhether  brought  about 
by  bipartisanship  or  some  other  means,  would  bring  consequen- 
tial improvements  in  congressional  access  to  factual  information  and 
policy  analysis  from  the  executive  agencies.  In  discussion,  however, 
congressional  advocates  of  a  bipartisan  approach  were  just  as  likely 
to  stress  the  reciprocal  of  this  relationship,  suggesting  that  a  frank 
exchange  of  information  and  advice  between  the  tAvo  branches  was 
not  so  much  an  expected  consequence  of  bipartisanship  as  one  of  its  pre- 
recpiisites.  A  noncontentious,  cooperative  spirit  between  the  two  princi- 
pal political  parties,  and  between  the  two  political  branches  of  govern- 
ment, was  not  so  much  a  means  as  an  end,  to  Avhich  openness  and 
candor  Avere  expected  to  contribute  in  measurable  degree.^ 

In  this  spirit.  Senator  Vandenberg  insisted  from  the  first  on  assign- 
ing a  central  role  in  the  construction  of  a  bipartisan  synthesis  to 
executive-legislative  consultations."*  In  the  Senators  vicAV,  bipartisan- 


,111)111(1  ifiii.sf  u)  iiiiiKf  II.  iiiHi  i(»  sjiiiction  a  coiuiiicc  oiiTcrcHi  iiuo  witii  n  lorcMu'ii  State, 
[low  iiiiich  more  ciiiharrassiiij,'  if,  in  the  oxcrcise  of  its  ct)iistitutioiial  powers,  the  cxocntise 
ihonlci  Involve  tiie  Xalioii  in  a  war  aKninst  the  uislios  of  its  rc^presoiitat Ives.  'I'lie  jarring' 
iUMi  coiifusioii  and  ineMiciiMicy  that  would  result,  niiKht  have  the  most  fatal  inlluence  on  the 
latiotial  sn<'cess.  No,  sir,  frankness  and  candor,  and  a  free  and  unreser\('(l  coinniunicalion  of 
the  feeling's  and  opinions  of  each  hy  th(>  other,  can  never  liave  any  other  than  the  happiest 
ndiience  upon  tlie  Nalioiial  Councils."  Henton,  Thonuis  II.  "AhridVonient  of  the  Debates  of 
;'on^ress."  New  York.  I).  .\l.plet(Ui  »V:  Co.  IS.")?  CI.  vol.  (1,  p.   ]  CS. 

*  Furnsworth,    David    X.    "The   Senate   Conuuittee  on   Foreign   Relations."   Urbaiia,    Uui- 
rersity  of  Illinois  Press,  I'.lGl,  p.  151). 
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ship  meant  that  Congress  Avas  to  take  its  place  as  a  full-fledged  paitncr 
with  the  President  in  the  niakino-  of  American  foreign  policy.  The 
prerequisites  of  such  a  partnership  were  a  free  flow  of  hiformation 
between  all  major  participants  in  the  policymaking  process,  and  the 
fullest  and  frankest  exchange  of  views  between  the  President  and 
the  majority  and  minority  leadership  in  Congress.  The  means  for 
such  an  exchange  could  only  be  advance  consultations  on  all  important 
issues.^ 

In  light  of  what  followed,  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  Senator 
Vandenberg  got  little  quarrel  from  the  executive  branch  on  this  point. 
President  Truman  expressed  agreement  with  the  Senator  on  all  the 
essentials  of  the  matter,^  and  when  Secretary  of  State  Marshall 
answered  an  inquiry  from  the  House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  in 
similar  vein,  it  must  have  seemed  that  all  sides  were  noAv  in  agreement 
on  the  bipartisan  fundamentals.' 

Reconstruction  and  Collective  Security  in  Europe 

But  what  happened  when  these  good  intentions  were  put  to  the 
test?  Confronted  by  the  vast,  interwoven  complexities  of  domestic 
and  international  politics  in  the  early  postwar  period,  one  can  do 
little  more  than  describe  some  of  the  more  instructive  trends  and 
events. 

In  general,  one  may  say  that  bipartisanship  worked  well  in  Europe, 
ill  in  Asia.  It  is  true  that  muted  wartime  disputes  concerning  in- 
formation and  decisionmaking  on  policy  questions  realting  to  post- 
war European  relief  did  continue  into  the  peace.  Senator  Eobert 
Taft's  complaint  about  the  administration's  handling  of  the  1946  5^4.4: 
billion  relief  loan  to  Great  Britain  that  "*  *  *  no  man  in  Congress 
was  consulted  about  this  thing  in  any  respect  until  after  the  Avliole 
contract  was  completed.  They  were  never  consulted  as  to  the  possible 
alternatives  *  *  *.  We  must  either  take  it  or  leave  it;  it  is  a  yes  or 
no  proposition,"  typified  the  continuing  disaffection.^  Early  con- 
frontations of  this  kind  gave  rise  to  State  De^Dartment  concern  that 
it  might  be  difficult  t6  get  congressional  approval  should  it  become 
necessaiy  to  request  a  further  expansion  of  the  European  aid  program. 
By  the  spring  of  1947,  when  the  need  for  some  kind  of  massive  Ameri- 
can relief  effort  had  become  evident,  the  question  in  the  mind  of 
Department  officials  was,  "not  what  should  be  done,  but  how  to  get 
authorizing  legislation  through  Congress?"^ 

But  the  result  of  these  painful  forebodings  probably  was  all  to 
the  good,  leading  as  they  did  to  a  greater  consciousness  in  the  executive 
branch  of  the  congTessional  dimension  in  national  decisionmaking, 
and  to  a  solicitousness  not  to  offend  congressional  sensibilities.  The 
cooperative  executive-legislative  endeavor  that  produced  the  Greek- 


5  Vandenberg,  Arthur  H.  Radio  address  [Text].  New  York  Times.  Oct.  5,  1948:  21. 

«  Truman,  Harry  S.  "A  National  Bipartisan  Foreign  Policy"  In  U.S.  Department  of  State. 
Department  of  State  Bulletin,  vol.  15,  Nov.  17,  1946  :  911. 

"  "Cooperation  with  Congress  on  Bipartisan  Foreign  Policy."  In  U.S.  Department  of 
State.  Department  of  State  Bulletin,  vol.  16.  Feb.  16.  1947  :  288-284. 

8  U.S.  Congress.  Senate.  Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency.  Anglo-American  financial 
agreement.  Hearings,  79th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  Mar.  5-20,  1946.  Washington,  U.S.  Government 
Printing  Office,  1946,  p.  335. 

9  Jones,  Joseph  M.  "The  Fifteen  Weeks  (February  21-June  5,  1947),"  New  York,  Viking 
Press,  1955,  p.  138. 
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Turki?li  aid  bill  and  the  Marshall  Plan — considered  to  be  the  high 
tide  of  bipartisan  foreign  policy  in  the  postwar  era — was  in  good  pait 
an  outcome  of  these  concerns. 

The  ^larshall  Plan  especially  was  the  product  of  close  collaboration 
]»etween  the  Republican  Congress  and  Democratic  administration. 
From  beginning  to  end  of  this  creative  effort,  consultations  between 
Secretary  Marshall  and  Senator  Vandenberg  (at  this  time  chairman 
of  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee),  and  to  a  lesser  extent 
between  Secretary  Marshall  and  Representative  Eaton  (chairman 
of  the  Plouse  Foreign  Affairs  Committee),  were  frank,  wide-ranging, 
and  intensive,  so  much  so  that  Secretary  Marshall  later  said  that  the 
Senator  had  been  his  "full  partner  in  the  adventure."  ^^  Congress  also 
took  some  initiatives  of  its  own.  The  Marshall  plan  proposal  struck 
many  as  offering  an  opportunity  to  conduct  a  broad  review  of  the  whole 
foreign  aid  undertaking,  which  heretofore  had  come  to  Congress  in 
bits  and  pieces  under  the  banner  of  some  immediate  and  narrow 
necessity.^^ 

A  noteworthy  feature  of  the  resulting  congressional  scrutiny  was 
a  large  number  of  onsite  examinations  of  European  conditions  made 
by  U.S.  Congressmen,  most  under  the  sponsorship  of  the  Herter  com- 
mittee, which  had  been  established  by  the  House  specifically  to  look 
into  the  Marshall  plan  proposals.^^  Congress  also  included  a  number 
of  special  control  features  in  the  enabling  legislation,  including  pro- 
A^sioiis  for  the  establishment  of  a  Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Eco- 
nomic Cooperation  and  for  consultations  between  this  new  committee 
and  the  Economic  Cooperation  Administrator  "at  the  request  of  the 
committee.-'  Also  of  note  is  the  circumstance  that  this  legislation  in- 
augurated the  practice  of  annual  authorization  of  the  foreign  aid 
program. 

It  would  be  misleading,  however,  to  leave  an  impression  that  the 
executive-legislative  road  to  containment  ran  everywhere  smooth. 
Some  legislators  were  not  at  all  happy  with  the  way  the  administra- 
tion had  handled  the  Greek-Turkish  aid  bill  in  its  initial  phases.  A 
threat  was  perceived,  the  facts  were  gathered,  the  aUernatives  formu- 
lated and  assessed,  decisions  made.  Then  and  only  then  was  Congress 
informed  of  what  the  situation  was,  what  those  decisions  were,  and 
asked  to  grant  its  endorsement.  As  Dean  Acheson,  a  chief  partici]')ant, 
liad  described  the  process,  "tlie  Three  Secretaries  concurring,  the  Presi- 
dent appi'oved  tlie  paper  for  action.  Tliis  moA^ed  us  from  consideration 
f]ii'onr/h  (Icnsfon  hy  the  Executive.  The  President  set  up  a  meeting 
for  tlie  following  day  to  begin  the  all-important  next  step  of  consulta- 
t'/oii  ir/th  the  Icf/'/filative  l)ranel\.  *  *  *"  ^^ 

Senator  Vandenberg,  as  chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com- 
mittee, agreed  to  inchide  the  President's  call  to  action  on  the  Greek- 
'Tiirkish  prol)lem  within  tlie  bipartisan  framework,  but  he  was  not 


1"  I'riro.  Tijirrv  B.  "Tho  Marshall  Plan  and  Its  Moaninj:."  Itharn,  N.Y.,  rornoll  T'nivorsity 
I'nss.  i!.r,r,.  p.  •«;.-,. 

I  \';ni(l»'ri»)«'r!r,  Arthur  H.  Private  Papers.  Edited  hv  Artlnir  n.  Vandonljorjr.  Jr.  Boston, 
Hi.iiL'hfMii  MiffUn  Co..  l(ir.2.  p.  2:'.(». 

'- Priro,  or),  rll..  pp.  HI  Hf)  ;  T\S.  Concress.  House.  Select  ronniiittee  on  Foreicn  Aid. 
"For«'lLrn  Aid  :  Final  Kfport."  Wasliinjrton.  U.S.  Government  Printing  Oniee.  1048.  (SOth 
Cont.'..  2d  sess.  House.  TteDort  \o.  I^IT)). 

'"'Trirman.  ITarrv  S.  "Memoirs:  Years  of  Trial  and  ITopo."  Garden  Cltv,  N.Y..  Douhledny 
f<  r.,..  in.'i<;.  p.  10.?.  ArlM><r.u.  Donu  O.  "Prosidmt  at  llu'  Troation  :  My  Years  in  the  State 
D.I.arlmeiit."  New  York,  W.  W.  Norton  &  Co.,  IIIO!*.  p.  211), 
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pleased  witli  the  way  lie  and  his  committee  had  been  treated  by  the 
President.  (^on<j:i'ess  had  been  mformed  of  the  President's  decision ;  it 
could  scarcely  be  said  that  it  had  been  consul frrJ.  He  sympathized 
with  the  President  and  thought  he  understood  his  problems — crisis 
diplomacy  offered  ''very  little  opportunity  for  preliminary  consulta- 
tions and  studies."  But  the  President,  he  thought,  ought  to  be  a  little 
more  sympathetic  with  the  chairman  of  the  Foreign  Kelations 
Committee  and  hiff  problems.  These  matters  never  seemed  to  reacli 
Congress  "until  they  have  developed  to  a  point  where  congres- 
sional discretion  is  pathetically  restricted."  This,  he  said,  was  not 
bipartisansliip.^^ 

A  related  objection  was  that  the  administration's  exertions  on  behalf 
of  both  the  Greek-Turkish  aid  bill  and  the  EEP  were  more  in  the 
nature  of  a  very  sophisticated  sales  campaign  than  a  true  and  dis- 
interested information  program.  The  administration  already  knew  pre- 
cisely wha.t  it  wanted,  and  the  only  uncertainty  it  faced  was  whether 
or  not  Congress  could  be  convinced  to  go  along.  As  a  consequence,  it 
went  to  Congi-ess,  not  with  a  problem  to  talk  over,  but  with  a  product — 
the  aid  program — to  sell.^"^ 

A  more  particular  version  of  this  criticism  was  voiced  by  George 
Kennan,  who  objected  from  the  first  to  the  "universal"  terms  in  which 
the  Greek-Turkish  aid  bill  was  justified  to  Congress  and  to  the  "sweep- 
ing nature"  of  the  commitments  the\^  seemed  to  imply.  Deciding  policy 
questions  on  the  basis  of  general  and  rather  abstract  principle  instead 
of  by  a  discrimination  of  the  particular  requirements  of  each  concrete 
situation  was  dangerous  in  the  extreme,  he  thought.  But  that  the 
administration  had  found  it  necessary  to  so  fram.e  its  program  Kennnn 
traced  to  a  belief  widely  held  by  executive  officials  that  Congress  would 
accept  nothing  else.  Thus,  according  to  Kennan.  the  need  to  "sell" 
Congress  a  foreign  policy  led  directly  to  what  he  considered  to  be  the 
rhetorical  excesses  ajid  confused  thinking  of  the  cold  war.^^ 

Joseph  Jones,  another  participant  in  these  events,  has  argued,  how- 
ever, that  the  executive  branch  did  no  more  than  its  duty  during  tliosc 
days,  which  was  to  fill  the  intellectual  vacuum  left' by  President 
Roosevelt,  and  by  the  Truman  administration  itself  in  its  first  years, 
in  failing  to  "educate"  Congress  to  its  new  international  responsi- 
bilities. Yandenberg  had  demanded  as  the  condition  of  his  support 
that  the  executive  branch  "explain  in  tlie  most  direct  terms  to  the 
Congress  and  to  the  country  why  it  was  the  United  States  was  moving 
into  these  areas."  The  President,  Jones  thought,  had  done  just  that.^^ 

But  Jones  also  points  out  that  on  at  least  one  matter  Yandenberg 
got  something  less  than  the  "full  and  frank"  presentation  to  the 
country  he  had  demanded.  The  Turkish  half  of  the  Greek-Turkish 
aid  bill,  with  its  greater  emphasis  on  military  aid,  was  deliberately 
played  down  by  the  administration  out  of  fear  that  the  "American 
people  were  not  accustomed  to  thinking  then,  ns  they  are  now.  in 
military-strategic  terms  in  times  of  peace,  and  too  niuch  emphasis 

1*  Vanflenberjr.  "Papers."  op.  cit..  pp.  2.^0.  889.  842. 

1^  Neumann.  William  L.  "How  to  Merchandise  Foreign  Policv."  American  Per<?pective 
Tol.  5.  September  1949  :  1S8-198  :  October  1949  :  285-2".0.  Forres'tal,  Tames  "The  Forre<=tai 
T)iaries  :  The  Inner  History  of  the  Cold  War."  Ed.  by  Walter  Millis.  London,  Cassell  &  Co., 
Ltd.  19o2,  p.  272. 

^«  Kennan.  Georee.  "Memoirs.  1925-1950."  Boston,  Little,  Brown,  &  Co.,  1907,  p.  320. 

1-  Jones,  op.  cit.,  pp.  Ill,  135-36. 
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upon  supplying  straight  military  aid  to  Turkey  might  have  been 
alarming  to  the  point  of  defeating  the  proposed^  action."  ^^ 

NATO 

It  was  not  long,  hoTvever,  before  the  containment  policy  was  to  take 
a  more  explicit  military  turn,  and  with  that  turn  appeared  the  first 
signs  of  a  breakdown  in  the  bipartisan  consensus.  The  major  step  in 
this  direction  was  the  signing  of  the  Xorth  Atlantic  Treaty  in  1949. 
Debate  over  the  treat3\  a  followup  military  aid  program,  and  Presi- 
dent Truman's  19^0  decision  to  dispatch  several  divisions  of  U.S. 
troops  to  Europe,  marked  the  several  stages  in  a  decline  from  the 
higli  point  of  cooperation  achieved  in  enactment  of  the  ERP. 

The  administration's  handling  of  the  treaty  itself  drew  much  praise 
from  Congress  and  few  complaints,  despite  manifest  unhappiness  in 
some  quarters  with  its  meaning  and  certain  of  its  unstated  implica- 
tions. The  way  was  prepared  by  the  bipartisan  Vandenberg  resolu- 
tion. Secretary  Acheson  recalls  that  he  had  recognized  early  "the 
unwisdom  of  our  trying  to  move  any  faster  with  a  text  than  I  could 
move  in  my  discussions  with  Senators  Connally  and  Vandenberg," 
and  that  he  had  done  his  best  to  make  sure  that  consultations  of  a 
genuine  kind  were  regular  and  extensive  between  the  two  branches.^^ 
Under  Secretary  Lovett  later  called  the  treatymaking  ''an  extraordi- 
naiy  collective  effort  between  the  legislative  and  executive  branches," 
and  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  found  exemplary  virtue  in  the 
treaty  consultations,  holding  them  to  be  a  first-rate  example  of  "how 
important  matters  in  the  field  of  foreign  relations  should  be 
handled."  ^^  The  paj'off  came  when  the  treaty  was  formally  trans- 
mitted to  the  Senate  for  its  advice  and  consent  to  ratification,  where 
it  was  approved  as  drafted,  several  proffered  reservations  being  with- 
drawn or  decisively  rejected. 

Eeal  trouble  came  only  with  the  arms  aid  proposals  that  followed 
the  treaty.  The  treaty  seemed  to  imply  an  arms  aid  program,  and  in 
debate  this  had  been  widely  recognized.  The  issue,  however,  was 
whether  this  "implication"  had  the  force  of  obligation.  Senator  Taft 
concluded  that  it  did,  and  that  he  could  not  vote  for  a  treaty  that  com- 
mitted the  United  States  "to  assist  in  arming,  at  our  expense,  the  na- 
tions of  Western  Europe,"  a  step  that  Avould  "promote  war  in  the 
world  rather  than  peace."  ^^  The  State  Department,  on  the  other  hand, 
liad  steadfastly  denied  that  a  vote  for  the  treaty  would  ohUgafe  any 
Senator  to  support  a  later  arms  program.  At  the  same  time,  however, 
it  continued  to  insist  that  an  arms  aid  program  was  i  in  plied  by  the 
ti-eaty,  and  a  day  after  the  signing  of  the  ])act  revealed  that  it  had  re- 
ceived military  aid  requests  from  eight  European  states.  It  Avas  a  mat- 
te i-  of  where  the  emphasis  was  put.  The  challenge  to  Secretary  Ache- 

=  ^  UM..    p.    1(;2. 
•Achrscn.  op.  cit.  pp.  277,  2S3. 

-"  r.S.  ("«)imr<'ss.  Scnato.  Coinmiltoo  on  Foreign  Rolntions.  North  Atlantic  Tronty.  Hear- 
ings, Slst  (Nini;..  1st  soss.  WnsliinutoJi.  U.S.  Govorninont  T'rintinir  Offlco.  1!>4<>:  p.  247. 
I'.S.  f'oiiirrcss.  Sj'iialc.  f'oiniiiit t«'o  on  I'on'itrii  Holntlons.  North  Atlantic  Trcntv.  Executive 
report  to  nccoinpany  Kxcciitive  T..  Wasliiiifrton.  IT.S.  Government  I'rinting  "Oflice,  1949. 
(81st  roup.,  1st  s<'KS.  Senate.  l<]xecutive  Report  No.  8),  p.  6. 

i'l  rhllli|)H,  Cabell  H.  II.  "The  Truman  Presidency  ;  The  History  of  a  Triumi)hant  Suc- 
-cession."  New  York,  the  Macmillan  Co.,  19GG,  p.  209, 
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son,  it  has  been  said,  was  "to  deny  the  martial  implications  of  the  treaty 
and  at  the  same  time  to  protect  its  obvious  military  cliaracter."  ^^ 

In  fact,  the  State  Department  had  drafted  an  arms  aid  program 
more  or  less  simultaneously  with  the  drafting  of  the  treaty,  but  from 
concern  that  too  close  an  acquaintance  with  the  program  would  stiffen 
congressional  opposition  to  the  agreement  itself,  the  administration, 
with  the  approval  of  some  Senate  leaders,  had  made  an  effort  to  ob- 
scure, though  not  to  conceal  altogether,  the  connection  between  the  two. 
With  this  in  mind  it  had  avoided  collaboration  with  Congress  in  draw- 
ing up  its  proposals.  The  result  seemed  to  support  Senator  Vanden- 
berg's  thesis  concerning  the  informational  prerequisites  of  bipartisan- 
ship. Substantive  objections  to  the  program — Senator  Vandenberg 
claimed  it  would  make  the  President  "the  number  one  warlord  of  the 
Earth" — merged  with  strong  resentment  of  the  fact  that  the  spirit 
of  bipartisan  cooperation,  Avhich  demanded  a  frank  exchange  of  in- 
formation and  advice,  had  been  violated.  The  aid  bill  was  passed,  but 
not  without  some  stiff  opposition  and  substantial  redrafting,  not  to 
mention  a  crucial  psychological  boost  from  the  announcement  that  the 
Soviet  Union  had  carried  out  its  first  nuclear  weapons  test.^^ 

The  "Great  Debate"  in  1950-51  over  sending  U.S.  troops  to  Europe 
may  be  considered  as  a  sort  of  sequel  to  the  above  events.  In  hearings 
on  the  XATO  treaty,  in  answer  to  a  direct  question  from  Senator  Hick- 
enlooper  as  to  whether  the  Treat}^  would  obligate  the  United  States  in 
any  way  to  send  troops  to  Europe,  Secretary  Acheson  had  answered 
as  he  himself  puts  it,  with  "a  clear  and  absolute  'No'."  ^^  He  was  re- 
minded of  that  answer  on  more  than  one  occasion  when,  shortly  after 
the  outbreak  of  the  Korean  war,  the  administration  decided  on 
the  dispatch  of  four  divisions  to  the  Euro]:»ean  theater.  Like  the 
earlier  arms  aid  proposal,  the  plan  for  this  further  troop  de- 
ployment seems  to  have  been  made  w^ithout  bipartisan  consultation. 
Critics  charged  further  that  the  President  had  no  authority  to  order 
the  deplovment  without  first  obtaining  the  consent  of  Congress.  Sub- 
sequent discussion  tended  to  focus  on  this  latter  issue,  but  Senator 
Taft,  for  one,  thouoht  the  time  had  come  for  a  thorough  con^jressional 
"reexamination"  of  the  whole  range  of  U.S.  collective  security  policy. 
This  idea  was  much  ridiculed  in  public  by  Secretary  Acheson,  but  the 
Senator  was  undeterred.--^  Skepticism  concerning  executive  activity,  he 
thought,  was  alwaj^s  a  proper  congressional  function,  and  a  hard  look 
at  what  was  going  on  at  the  other  end  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  in  the 
foreign  policy  area  was  long  overdue.  In  Senator  Taft's  view,  the  troop 
deployment  plan  was  only  the  last  instance  in  a  long  history  of  Execu- 
tive usurpations,  the  consequences  of  which  were  dangerous  in  the 
extreme :  The  policy  of  "secret  Executive  agreements"  and  "a  general 
practice  of  secrecy"  had  deprived  "the  Senate  and  Congress  of  the 
substance  of  the  powers  conferred  on  them  by  the  Constitution," 
"threatens  the  liberties  of  our  people,"  and  has  "brought  us  to  danger 

--  Ibid..  268  ;  Haynes,  Richard  F.  "The  Awesome  Power  :  Harry  S.  Truman  as  Comman- 
der in  Chief."  Baton  Roujre,  La.,  Louisiana  State  University  Press.  1973,  pp.  148-50. 

-3  Vandenberg,  "Papers,"  op.  cit.,  pp.  502-518  ;  Crabb,  op.  cit.,  pp.  82-83  :  Phillips,  op.  cit., 
pp.   268-270. 

-^  Acheson,  op.  cit.,  p.  285. 

25  Acheson.  Dean.  G.  "The  Pattern  of  Responsibility."  Edited  by  McGeorge  Bundy.  Boston, 
Houghton  Mifflin  Co.,  1952,  pp.  83-87. 
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and  disaster.'-  ^^  Clearly,  the  practice  of  bipartisanship  ^as  entering 
a  period  of  decline. 

The  Far  East 

It  Tvas  in  the  reaction  to  events  in  the  Far  East,  hoTrever,  that  the 
decline  of  bipartisanship  was  most  manifest.  It  is  true  that  other 
factoi-s  were  at  work  in  the  situation  as  well.  To  beo-in  with,  the  in- 
fluence of  personality  cannot  be  excluded  altofrether.  Senator  Vanden- 
bero-'s  withdrawal  from  active  politics  in  early  1950  was  a  major  loss 
to  the  cause  of  executive-legislative  cooperation,  as  was  INIarshall's 
retirement  as  Secretary  of  State  in  1949  and  his  replacem.ent  by  Dean 
Acheson.  A  brilliant  but  combative  man,  the  new  Secretary  soon 
acquired  a  reputation  for  arrogance  and  mendacity  so  strong  in  some 
quarters  as  to  become  itself  a  major  point  of  contention  in  the  fierce 
controversies  that  in  time  threatened  to  engulf  the  administration's 
Far  Eastern  policies. 

Paradoxically,  the  1948  election  results  also  became  a  source  of  dis- 
turbance. The  outcome,  which  confirmed  Truman  in  the  White  House 
and  returned  Congress  to  Democratic  control,  confronted  the  admin- 
istration with  the  need  to  make  a  practical  decision  as  to  what  its 
obligation  to  keep  "Congress"  informed  now  entailed  insofar  as  the 
minority  party  was  concerned.  The  inclination  was  to  interpret  its 
responsibility  here  with  considerable  flexibility.  The  Republicans,  how- 
ever, insisted  on  their  right  to  be  kept  fully  and  currently  informed  on 
all  important  developments,  and  when  they  regained  much  of  their 
lost  strength  in  the  1950  elections,  their  protests,  actuated  now  by  a 
sense  of  past  neglect  as  well  as  new-found  power,  grew  more  persistent. 
The  1948  election  losses  had  also  convinced  many  Republicans  of  the 
truth  of  a  suspicion  that  they  had  long  harbored  against  bipartisan- 
ship— that  in  practice  it  redoimded  largely  to  the  advantage  of  the 
party  possessing  executive  control.  To  Senator  Taft  the  lesson  of  the 
elections  was  all  too  clear:  Bipartisanship  had  served  as  little  more 
than  a  shield  to  protect  an  activist  foreign  policy  from  legitimate 
criticism. 2^ 

It  is  questionable,  however,  whether  either  personality  or  partisan- 
ship would  have  had  much  impact  on  events  had  it  not  been  that  each 
acted  to  reinforce  already  existing  differences  over  policy  matters.  Bi- 
partisanship on  th.e  major  questions  of  postwar  reconstruction  in  Eu- 
rope was  the  practical  outgrowth  of  a  consensus  between  moderate  left, 
center,  and  right  on  the  proper  response  to  a  specific  set  of  postwar 
challenges.  This  consensus  was  the  fruit  of  reflection  by  executive  and 
legislative  leaders  on  Avhat  have  since  been  called  the  urgent  and  self- 
e^'ident  necessities  of  the  postwar  era.^^  I^'nfortunately,  not  every  set 
of  issues  facing  the  Nation  manifested  this  clarity.  The  Far  East,  in 
])articular,  was  ruled  more  by  obscurity  than  self-evidence,  and  this 
opened  the  way  to  the  expression  of  deep-seated  disagreements  on  im- 
portant policy  issues.  Further,  while  American  efforts  to  contain  the 
Communist  threat  in  Europe  wei-e  to  meet  with  considerable  success, 
the  opi)osito  was  true  in  the  Far  East.  As  Professor  Crabb  has  ob- 


-•"'I'nft,  Kohorf  A.  IN'innrks  in  tlio  Sonnfo.  roncrrossioTinl  'Rorord.  vol.  97,  Tan.  .T,  10,~1  :  5S. 
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served,  the  mainstay  of  a  bipartisan  foreign  polic\y  is  success,  and  in 
the  Far  East  U.S.  policy  in  the  hite  1940's  Avas  anything  but  successfuL 
Thus,  the  coUaphC  of  Nationalist  China  greatly  exacerbated  tensions 
in  Washington,  and  lent  a  certain  urgency  and  acerbity  to  the  opposi- 
tion's search  for  alternatives.  Mirroring  these  developments,  the  ad- 
ministration's generally  commendable  record  of  consultations  on  Eu- 
ropean affairs  was  never  matched  in  the  East;  oilicials  preferred  to 
concentrate  on  winning  bipartisan  support  for  European  programs 
while  avoiding  potentially  clisruptive  Far  Eastern  questions  altogether 
when  possible.  Where  discussions  of  a  sort  did  take  place,  fruitful  com- 
munication seems  to  have  been  minimal. 

The  Korean  War 

But  it  was  the  outbreak  of  war  in  Korea  that  broke  the  back  of  what 
little  remained  of  the  bipartisan  consensus.  The  war  became  an  issue 
almost  immediately  when  the  President  failed  to  consult  with  congres- 
sional leaders  before  making  his  fateful  decision  to  intervene.  In  this 
regard,  he  was  following  a  precedent  he  himself  had  set  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  Berlin  crisis  in  1948.  On  that  occasion,  the  President  had 
rejected  staff  advice  that  he  consult  with  majority  and  minority  lead- 
ers in  Congress  before  taking  any  decisions  on  the  ground  that  the  dis- 
cussions Avould  be  ''leaked"  to  the  public  and  be  likely  to  encourage 
war  hysteria.-^ 

In  the  Korean  case,  the  decision  not  to  call  congressional  leaders 
in  for  advance  consultations  was  made  on  the  advice  of  Secretary 
Acheson,  and,  among  othei's,  Senator  Connally,  who  told  the  Pi-esi- 
dent  in  a  telephone  conversation  that  ''if  a  burglar  breaks  into  your 
home  *  *  *  you  can  shoot  at  him  without  going  down  to  the  police 
station  and  getting  permission.  You  might  run  into  a  big  debate  by 
Congress."  ^°  On  June  27,  congressional  leaders  ^vere  invited  to  the 
White  House,  but  only  to  be  informed  of  decisions  already  taken  by 
the  President,  and  why  he  had  taken  them,  and  just  minutes  before  the 
same  information  was  released  to  the  press.  One  congressional  par- 
ticipant in  the  briefing  later  recalled  that  the  question  was  raised 
as  to  why  Congress  had  not  been  consulted  on  the  decisions,  but  others 
say  that  no  such  objection  was  made.  At  an}^  rate,  at  a  second  meeting, 
on  June  30,  at  which  the  decision  to  commit  U.S.  ground  forces  was 
announced.  Senator  AVherry  did  raise  the  issue,  only  to  receive  a 
sharp  rebuke  from  a  Eepublican  colleague,  Representative  Short,  who 
expressed  what  seems  to  have  been  the  prevailing  sentiment  at  the 
meeting  that  the  whole  country  owed  the  President  a  debt  of  grati- 
tude for  his  decisiveness.^^ 


^  Forrostal,  op.  cit.  387,  419,  Professor  Haynes,  in  the  history  of  President  Truman's 
performance  as  commander  in  chief,  has  noted  that  "the  Berlin  blockade  offers  an  excellent 
illustration  of  the  great  power  inherent  in  the  accepted  modern  concept  of  the  commander 
in  chief.  At  no  time  during?  the  days  of  decision  in  the  Berlin  crisis,  nor  in  the  Ions  months 
of  tense  confrontation  with  the  Soviet  Union,  did  the  President  consult  with  the  lepjislative 
leaders.  Not  once  did  he  ask  authority  from  Con{?ress  to  take  action,  nor  reauest  that  thev 
give  legislative  sanction  to  decisions  he  had  made.  Truman  was  virtuallv  without  check.  He 
could  just  as  easily  have  ordered  General  Clay  to  send  an  armed  convoy  to  Berlin  and  to 
meet  force  with  force.  The  resulting  bloodshed  would  have  confronted  the  nation  with  a 
state  of  war,  albeit  undeclared."  Havnes,  op.  cit.,  p.  146. 
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When  it  was  decided  in  late  September  and  early  October  to 
continue  the  United  Nations  adA^ance  northward  across  the  38th 
parallel — a  decision  that  led  directly  to  Cliinese  Communist  interven- 
tion— Congress  was  again  excluded  from  the  deliberations.  The 
decision  involved  the  balancing  of  various  political  as  well  as  military 
considerations,  and  thus  was  not  one  of  those  narrowly  technical  mili- 
tary matters  that  might  have  been  presumed  to  be  beyond  the 
competence  of  ''politicians'"  to  discuss. ^^  Furthermore,  unlike  the 
earlier  decision,  in  regard  to  which  the  administration  might  argue 
that  events  had  pressed  too  hard  for  consultations,  there  appears  to 
have  been  ample  time  before  crossing  the  parallel — by  now.  United 
Nations  forces  and  not  the  North  Koreans  were  in  control  of  the  situa^ 
tion — to  have  informed  and  consulted  with  congressional  leaders. 

It  may  be  added  that  this  decision  had  one  further  result  in  addi- 
tion to  the  overriding  one  of  provoking  Chinese  intervention,  and 
that  was  to  produce  further  confusion  and  uncertainty  at  home  con- 
cerning the  goals  of  the  war,  which  became  even  more  pronounced 
when  it  was  later  decided  to  settle  for  a  stalemate  at  the  38th  paral- 
lel. What  icas  the  aim,  "victory-'  or  "restoration"  of  the  status  quo? 
Suspicions  arose  in  some  quarters  that  the  administration  was  not 
being  candid  with  Congress  in  stating  its  intentions  or  in  discussing 
its  peace  initiatives  and  what  it  considered  to  be  acceptable  terms  of 
settlement.  In  realit}^  the  administration  appears  to  have  been  feeling 
its  own  way.  Only  gradually,  and  in  reaction  to  the  unfolding  of 
events,  did  it  begin  to  put  together  the  limited  war  rationale  it  would 
later  use  to  justify  its  policy  decisions.  If  the  administration  was  not 
very  successful  in  stating  its  case  to  Congress,  part  of  the  reason  seems 
to  have  been  that  it  was  unsure  in  its  own  mind  where  it  was  going 
and  why.^^ 

Atomic  Energy  Again 

Other  incidents  arose  to  embarrass  the  administration  and  reveal  the 
extent  to  whicli  a  "credibility  gap"  had  now  growii  up  to  plague  the 
conduct  of  affairs.  One  of  these  involved  the  highly  sensitive  question 
of  atomic  energy.  This  matter  already  had  resulted  in  several  claslies 
between  Congress  and  the  administration.  An  especially  embarrassing- 
episode  had  occured  in  late  1945  when  the  President  had  failed  to  con- 
sult with  Senators  Vandenberg  and  Connally  on  an  agreement  worked 
out  witli  the  British  and  Canadians  to  seek  international  control  of 
nuclear  energy,  or  on  his  related  decision  to  dispatch  Secretary  Byrnes 
to  ]\r()S('OAv  to  make  a  similar  agreement  with  the  Soviet  Union. ^^  An- 
other confrontation  was  sparked  in  1947  when  the  terms  of  a  secret 
agreement  made  at  Quebec  during  the  war  to  regulate  Anglo-American 
collaboration  in  nuclea]-  energy  leaked  out.^^  Now,  in  late  1950,  the 
whole  dispute  Avas  brought  back  into  the  open  once  more,  this  time  in 
regard  to  Korea. 

The  massive  intervention  of  Chinese  formations  in  the  Korean  war 
in  laic  November  created,  in  General  MacArthur's  words,  an  entirely 

•'•- S[)iiiil<"r.    .Toliii    W.    "TlH'    Trninnn  ^fnoArfhiir    Tontroversy    and    the    Korean    War"" 
Caiiif)rl»lir«'.  Mass..  flio  Hclkiinn  TVcss.  mn!).  i)!).  84-103. 
■•^^'('Hrldi,  ()[).  cit..  pp.  170.  178.  191.  19.-?. 
•■»*  Vnn(U'nf)or(r,  "PariprH."  op.  olt..  220.  229,  289. 
*'•  Acheson,  "PrcKent  at  the  Creation,"  op.  clt.,  338.  '^ 
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new  war,  threatening  to  turn  an  anticipated  U.X.  victory  into  a  crusli- 
in<^  defeat.  At  a  news  confei-ence  on  November  ^JO,  President  Truman, 
when  asked  what  the  administration's  response  to  the  crisis  would  be, 
and  whether  it  might  not  inchide  use  of  the  atomic  bomb,  rei)lied  that 
"we  will  take  whatever  steps  necessary  to  meet  the  military  situation'' 
and  "tliat  inchides  every  weapon  that  we  have.  *  "  *  There  has  al- 
ways been  actiAx  consideration  of  its  use."  ^''  This  announcement  was 
not  well  received  by  Prime  Minister  Attlee  of  Great  Britain,  who 
hurried  to  Washington  for  reassurances  from  the  President.  At  the 
end  of  their  discussion,  a  joint  communique  was  issued  that  included 
the  following  information : 

The  President  stated  that  it  was  his  hope  that  world  conditions  would  never 
call  for  the  use  of  the  atomic  bomb.  The  President  told  the  Prime  Minister  that 
it  was  also  his  desire  to  keep  the  Prime  Minister  at  all  times  informed  of  devel- 
opments which  might  bring  about  a  change  in  the  situation.^'^ 

This  apparently  satisfied  Attlee  but  only  at  the  cost  of  provoking 
a  congressional  outcry. ^^  What,  congressional  critics  wanted  to  know, 
had  the  President  and  Prime  Minister  actually  agreed  to?  Senator 
Kem  introduced  a  resolution  stating  that  any  agreement  between 
the  two  leaders  ought  to  be  submitted  to  the  Senate  as  a  treaty  and 
not  allowed  to  continue  valid  as  an  executive  agreement.^^  The  reso- 
lution was  referred  to  the  Foreign  Relations  Conmiittee  but  never 
reported  out,  and  gradually  the  furor  created  by  the  incident  sub- 
sided. For  months  after  the  Washington  meetings,  however,  sus- 
picions lingered  that  President  Truman  secretly  had  committed  the 
country  never  to  use  the  bomb  without  British  consent,  nmch  as 
President  Roosevelt  had  done  in  Quebec. 

General  MacArthur's  Dismissal 

But  this  dispute  was  only  one  among  many,  and  a  far  more  dis- 
ruptive confrontation  occurred  in  1951  when  President  Truman  dis- 
missed General  MacArthur  from  his  several  commands  for  having 
taken  exception  in  both  word  and  deed  to  the  administration's  Far 
Eastern  policies.  The  central  issue  raised  in  this  confrontation  was 
that  of  civilian  control  over  the  military,  but  it  has  been  pointed  out 
that  this  is  but  one  aspect  of  a  more  general  difficulty,  that  of  main- 
taining political  control — control  by  elected  officials — over  bureau- 
crats, technicians,  specialists,  and  experts  of  every  kind,  who  lay  clnim, 
on  the  basis  of  an  esoteric  knowledge  and  value  neutrality,  to  a  right 
to  independence  from  political  interference  and  manipulation.  In 
good  part,  this  was  the  argument  of  General  MacArthur: 

The  implication  was  clear :  Since  he,  MacArthur,  and  the  Joint  Chiefs  were 
fully  agreed  upon  the  means  of  defeating  the  enemy's  forces,  the  President 
ought  to  have  accepted  their  advice.  The  General  presumably  shared  the  Ameri- 
can military  doctrine  that  the  military  establishment  was  a  politically  neutral 
instrument  whose  operations  should  be  guided  exclusively  by  its  own  professional 


3«  Trnman,  Harry  S.  "Public  Papers  of  the  President,  Containing:  the  Public  ]\ressap:es, 
Speeches,  and  Statements  of  the  President  Januarj^  1  to  December  31,  1950."  Washington, 
U.S.  Government  Printinc  Office.  1905.  p.  727. 

3"  "President  Truman  and  Prime  ^Unister  Atlee  Confer."  In  U.S.  Department  of  State.  De- 
partment of  state  Bulletin,  vol.  2.3.  Dec.  18,  1950,  p.  961. 

38  Caridi,  op.  cit..  p.  120. 

39  ««24  in  G.O.P.  Demand  Truman  Submit  Attlee  Facts  to  Senate."  New  York  Times.  Dec.  7, 
1950:  1. 
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rules.  The  soldier  was  a  nonpolitical  figure  who  conducted  his  campaign  in  a 
iionioiitioal  and  ter-luiic-ally  efficient  manner.  His  only  aim  was  victory,  his  sole 
objective  the  total  defeat  of  the  enemy's  forces,**^ 

Congress,  as  a  body  of  elected  officials,  presumably  shares  with  the 
President  an  interest  in  confining  specialists,  including  military  spe- 
cialists, within  the  compass  of  their  own  narrow  competence  and  thus 
resisting  the  insidious  imperialism  of  expertise.  In  this  sense,  those 
legislators  who  sided  with  the  General  agaiiist  the  President — that 
is.  with  the  specialist  military  man  against  the  generalistic  politician — 
were  acting  against  their  own  institutional  interests.  It  must  be 
stated  immediately,  however,  that  the  situation  was  not  that  simple. 
If  President  Truman  was  saying  that  the  politician  and  not  the  gen- 
eral would  control  U.S.  securit}^  policy,  he  was  also  saying  that  the 
politician  in  command  would  be  the  one  in  the  White  House  and  not 
that  collective  politician  on  the  Hill.  In  fact,  a  major  motive  in  Presi- 
dent Truman's  dismissal  of  General  MacArthur  was  his  wish  to  head 
off  an  inci])ient  alliance  that  was  forming  between  his  commander  in 
the  Far  East  and  a  congressional  bloc  adamantly  opposed  to  the  ad- 
ministration's Far  Eastern  policies. 

Indeed,  the  President  was  confronted  with  an  end  run  on  a  grand 
scale.  If  Congressmen  and  Senators  could  not  get  the  information  they 
wanted,  or  have  their  voices  heard  through  regular  channels  then  they 
would  get  satisfaction  outside  them  through  direct  contacts  with  Gen- 
eral MacArthur.  It  was  General  ]\IacArthur,  in  their  view,  and  not  the 
President  or  his  Secretary  of  State,  who  could  be  trusted  to  give  reli- 
able information  on  events  in  the  Far  East.^^  Senator  Wherry  had  long 
contended  that  if  Congress  wanted  to  know  the  truth  about  Korea,  it 
vrould  have  to  go  directly  to  jSIacArthur,  and  only  2  days  before 
the  general's  dismissal.  Senator  Watkins,  Knowland,  and  Thye  had 
introduced  a  resolution  in  the  Senate  calling  for  the  appointment  of  a 
special  bipartisan  committee  to  go  to  Tokyo  to  solicit  his  views.^^  The 
precipitating  incident  in  the  dismissal  was  Eepresentative  Martin's 
release  of  General  MacArthur's  reply  to  a  letter  ^lartin  had  written 
him  asking  for  information  and  policy  advice  on  the  Far  East.^^ 

General  ^TacArthur  himself  no  doubt  believed  that  in  taking  his 
case  to  the  public  he  was  performing  a  valuable  public  service:  The 
American  people  and  their  representatives  in  Congress  had  a  right 
to  know  the  truth  about  the  Far  East  and  the  President  had  no  right 
to  "gag"  him.'*'*  This  was  not  an  argument  the  President  could  readily 
acce])t,  however.  General  MacArthur's  Avas  only  the  latest  in  a  series 
of  challenges  to  his  authority  that  included  the  Henry  Wallace  case 
in  IDK).  and  a  running  battle  with  ontsj^oken  dissidents  on  the  issue  of 
military  sei-vice  unification.'*'''  Following  repeated  attempts  to  control 
Gonernl  MacAitliur's  public  utterances,  President  Truman  dismissed 
him  on  three  grounds,  that  he  had  ignored  directives  concerning  the 
clearance  of  ])ul)lic  ])olicy  statements  by  Government  officials,  had 
iv'w(]  to  usurp  the  President's  function  as  foreign  policy  spokesman, 

''   Spnnicr.  op.  cit..  pp.  221),  2:53. 
<i  CnrlcU.  op.  cit.,  p.  KO. 

*-' f'i.niiJilly,  oj).  (It.,  p.  ."ill  ;  C'onjrrosRionnl  Rocord,  vol.  07,  Apr.  0,  lO.ll  :  3502. 
«•■' SroinirT.  op.  cit.,  pp.  202  0:5  ;  Mnrtin,  .loscpli.  "My  First  Fifty  Years  in  I'olitics."  New 
York    A/<-(;rn\v  Hill.  11H50.  dj).  203   0.1. 
"  Hnvncs,  oj).  cit..  pp.  2.")M.  2»n. 
*^  Forrcstal,  op.  cit.,  pp.  12(5   27,  l.-)S-59,  200  09,  422,  481-82. 
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and  was  out  of  sympathy  with  administration  policy  in  Korea  and 
therefore  unable  to  execute  it  loyally  and  ably.^*^  It  is  no  derogation  of 
any  of  these  reasons  to  add  that  from  the  President's  viewpoint,  one 
of  the  General's  more  disturbing  transgi-essions  had  been  to  provide 
ammunition  in  the  form  of  information  and  advice  to  the  adminis- 
tration's congressional  critics. 

Nadir 

Senator  Connally  later  observed  that  "the  beginning  of  the  Korean 
fighting  signified  the  end  of  the  bipartisan  approach  to  our  foreign 
policy."  *^  Bipartisanship  was  replaced  by  a  distrust  so  profound  that 
even  a  man  wdth  General  Marshall's  high  repute  was  no  longer  imnume 
from  attack,  Senator  Jenner  suggesting  at  one  point  that  Marshall's 
reputation  for  good  judgment  and  probity  was  possible  "only  because 
the  true  history  of  this  period  has  been  torn  up  by  the  roots,  locked 
in  State  Department  and  Hyde  Park  vaults  and  in  the  deep  freeze  of 
the  White  Plouse  and  distorted  and  perverted  and  rifled  and  de- 
stroyed." ^^  In  more  moderate  language,  the  Republican  Party  plat- 
form in  1952  stated  the  central  complaint:  "The  leaders  of  the  ad- 
ministration acted  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  Congress  and 
the  American  people."  As  for  bipartisanship,  it  was,  said  Taft,  little 
more  than  an  attempt  to  "cover  up  the  past  faults  and  failures  of  the 
administration  and  enable  it  to  maintain  the  secrecy  which  has  largely 
enveloped  our  foreign  policy  since  the  days  of  Franklin  D. 
Eoosevelt."  ^' 


^  Spanier,  op.  cit.,  pp.  205-07. 

^■Conrially,  op.  cit.,  p.  350. 

*^  .Tenner,  William.  Remarks  in  the  Senate.  Congressional  Record,  vol.  95,  Sept.  15,  1950 : 
1491.3. 

*9  Taft,  Robert  A.  Remarks  in  the  Senate.  Congressional  Record,  vol.  97,  Jan.  5,  1951 : 
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ClIArTER    III 

THE  EISENHOWER  ADMINISTRATION 


LiXES    OF    CoMMUXICATIOX    AViTII    THE    IIiLL 

President  Eisenhower  shared  with  Senator  Taft  a  belief  that  Roose- 
velt and  Truman  had  tipped  the  balance  of  power  between  the  execu- 
tive and  lef^islative  branches  of  government  much  too  much  in  favor 
of  the  Presidency,  and  following  his  election  in  1952  he  took  it  as  one 
of  his  first  tasks  to  put  things  back  on  an  even,  constitutional  keel.  Un- 
like Taft.  hovrever,  the  new  President  was  "internationalist"  in  out- 
look, and  by  nature  a  conciliator;  a  militaiy  man  whose  forte  had 
been  as  much  coalition  diplomacy  as  grand  strategy,  he  decided  early 
that  what  the  country  needed  most  was  a  restoration  of  that  very  bi- 
partisan consensus  that  Taft  had  castigated,  and  that  Truman  and 
Acheson,  in  the  new  President's  opinion,  had  so  thoughtlessly  frit- 
tered away. 

In  line  with  this  thinking,  he  moved  early,  he  tells  us,  to  establish 
what  he  calls  "lines  of  communication"  with  the  Hill.^  Among  other 
things,  a  legislative  liaison  unit  was  formally  recognized  for  the  first 
time  in  the  Wiite  House,  a  move  recommended  by  the  Hoover  Com- 
mission in  1949.  A  more  expeditious  exchange  of  communications  be- 
tween the  two  branches  was  expected  to  result,  but  it  must  also  be 
pointed  out  that  legislative  liaison  in  practice  has  functions  going 
well  beyond  the  politically  innocent  one  of  forwarding  "information 
and  advice"  as  suggested  by  the  reminiscing  former  President.  In  effect, 
liaison  oflicers  are  departmental  or  White  House  lobbyists,  information 
manipulators  charged  especially  with  helping  to  move  an  administra- 
tion's program  through  Congress. 

As  his  own  personal  contribution  to  the  process  of  accommodation. 
President  Eisenhower  says  that  he  "early  embarked  on  a  program  of 
discussing  issues,  in  a  social  atmosphere,  with  groups  of  Congressmen 
and  Senators  of  both  parties,  in  the  hope  that  personal  acquaintance 
would  help  smooth  out  the  difficulties  inherent  in  partisanship."  -  The 
informal  relationship  that  soon  developed  between  the  President, 
House  Speaker  Sam  Rayburn,  and  Senate  Majority  Leader  Lyndon 
Johnson  is  supposed  to  have  been  especially  close,  but  as  to  how  much 
of  substance  on  policy  issues  was  exchanged  in  these  informal  relation- 
ships there  is  no  way  to  judge  from  outside.  Meanwhile,  Secretary 
Dulles  had  embarked  on  a  program  of  his  own  to  cement  relations  with 
Congress  through  contacts  of  both  the  formal  and  informal  kind.  In 
small  groups  especially  he  could  be  "starkly  frank"  about  the  Nation's 

1  Eisenhower.  Dwight  D.  "Mandate  for  Change,  3  953-56."  Garden  City,  N.Y.,  Doubleday, 
1963,  pp.  193-94. 
» Ibid. 
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affairs.^  In  the  end,  however,  the  Secretar3^'s  efforts  came  to  naug-ht. 
President  Eisenhower,  says  Sherman  Adams,  had  an  innate  ability  to 
convince  others  that  he  had  absohitely  '*no  talent  for  duplicity" ;  Sec- 
retaiy  Dulles  did  not.* 

On  the  surface,  at  least,  and  in  the  earl}'  years  of  his  administration. 
President  Eisenhower's  relations  were  in  some  ways  far  more  cordial 
with  the  Democratic  leadership  than  with  his  own  Republicans.  There 
were  several  factors  in  the  situation  that  tended  toward  an  ameliora- 
tion of  any  struo-ole  for  power  between  these  potential  adversaries, 
not  least  of  which  was  the  circumstance  that  President  Eisenhower 
and  Secretary  Dulles  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  Jolmson-Rayburn 
leadership  in  Concrress  on  the  other,  tended  by  and  lar^^e  to  agree  on 
the  fundamentals  of  U.S.  foreign  policy.  There  were  differences  as 
to  detail,  which  became  more  imi)ortant  as  time  v>-ent  on,  but  no  pro- 
found cleavages.  The  result,  for  a  time,  was  a  genuine  revival  of  that 
bipartisan  cooperation  that  both  sides  seemed  very  much  to  want.^ 

The  new  President  encountered  his  greatest  difficulties  Avith  mem- 
bers of  his  own  party.  President  EisenhoAver,  says  Adams,  soon  dis- 
covered tliat  "there  is  quite  a  difference  between  working  with  a  group 
of  advisoi's  that  one  has  selected,  such  as  the  Cabinet  and  the  Security 
Council,  and  one  that  is  not  of  your  own  choosing.''  ^  "Certainly  you 
do  not  want  the  Senate  of  the  United  States  to  become  merely  a  rub- 
ber stamp?"  Senator  Knowland,  the  Republican  majority  leader, 
would  ask.'  President  Eisenhower  himself  was  inclined  to  attribute 
the  problem  to  the  Republican  leadership's  lack  of  experience  in 
working  with  a  President  of  their  own  party. ^  The  real  source  of  the 
difficulty,  however,  was  that  the  President  simply  did  not  see  eye  to 
eye  with  influential  elements  within  his  own  party  on  a  number  of 
policy  issues.  The  donnnant  faction  among  tlie  congressional  Demo- 
crats could  support  the  Eisenhower-Dulles  foreign  policy  because  in 
their  view  it  differed  in  no  essential  way  from  the  Truman-Acheson 
foreiorii  policy  it  was  supposed  to  replace.  ^lany  Republicans  were  un- 
able to  see  any  real  difference  either,  and  there  was  the  rub. 

The  Executive  Branch  Uxder  Seige 

Eisenhower's  election  to  the  Presidency  did  go  a  long  way  toward 
coolino:  the  overheated  congressional-executive  relationship  tho.  Nation 
had  inhei'ited  from  the  Truman  era.  The  process  took  time,  however, 
and  meanwhile  much  of  the  bitterness  engendered  during  the  war 
years  and  after  by  fears  of  executive  power  and  sus})icions  of  execu- 
tive duplicity,  as  well  as  by  differences  over  various  substantive 
matters,  spilled  over  into  the  new  administration  and  continued  to  fuel 
congressional  efforts  to  limit  executive  discretion.  The  first  such  chal- 
lenge took  the  form  of  an  effort  to  repudiate  the  "Yalta"  agreements ; 
the  se(;ond  that  of  a  ])roposed  constitutional  amendment — the  so-called 

^  Hoopos.  Townsond.  "The  Devil  and  John  Foster  Dulles."  Boston,  Little,  Rrown,  &  Co., 
i;»7;!.  1)1).  i4S-r)i. 

*  AdJiiiiM,  Shcrninn.  "Flr.sf  liniid  Report:  The  Story  of  the  Eisenhower  Administration." 
New  York.  Hnrper.  lOfH,  p.  207.  Gnold-Adains.  Richard.  "John  Foster  Dulles;  A  Re- 
appraisiil."  New  York.  A|)i)let(>n-ron(nrv-Cr<)fts,  1!)(;2.  pp.  7-S. 
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p.  40H. 

"  Adams,  op.  rlt.,  p.  0. 

'  lOvans  and  Novak,  op.  clt..  p.  100. 

8  Ki.scnliower,  op.  clt.,  p.  192. 
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Bricker  ainondinoiit — to  rostrict  tlio  power  of  the  Prosidont  to  make 
international  ao-reements,  and  to  limit  the  internal  consequences  of 
these  once  made.  Both  had  their  roots  in  the  fears  and  resentments 
provoked  by  secret  wartime  diplomacy,  though  they  also  expressed 
^vider  concerns.  ]k>tli  elTorts  were  turned  back,  but  in  the  case  of  the 
Bricker  amendment  it  was  a  very  near  tliinir.  The  final  version  of  Sen- 
ator Bricker's  pr()[)osal,  a  substitute  ofTered  by  Senator  George,  failed 
of  two-thirds  approval  by  only  a  single  vote,  60  to  31.^ 

With  that,  the  international  agreements  issue  lost  popular  appeal. 
Attempts  to  deal  directly  with  the  problem  by  means  less  cumbersome 
and  doubtful  than  constitutional  amendment  were  made  by  Senator 
Knowland  and  other  Senators  beginning  in  1954  when  bills  were  intro- 
duced that  would  have  required  the  transmission  of  all  executive  agree- 
ments to  the  Senate  within  60  days  after  the  date  of  their  entry  into 
force,  except  in  those  cases  where  "the  President  believes  that  the  im- 
mediate public  disclosure  of  any  agreement  would  be  prejudicial  to  the 
national  security  of  the  United  States,"'  in  which  case  the  agreement 
could  be  transmitted  to  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  "\mder  an 
appropriate  injunction  of  secrecy  to  be  removed  only  upon  due  notice 
bv  the  President."  ^°  These  proposals  managed  to  win  Senate  but  not 
House  concurrence,  after  which  the  whole  question  fell  into  neglect 
until  revived  by  the  Vietnam  War  in  the  late  1960's. 

A  third  and  more  oblique  challenge  to  Presidential  control  over 
foreign  affairs  arose  in  conjunction  Avith  the  dispute  over  allegations 
made  in  Congress  and  elsewhere  of  disloyalty  in  the  executive  agencies. 
From  the  very  beginning,  this  lingering,  many-faceted  contest  assumed 
the  character  of  an  executive-legislative  struggle  for  supremacy.  A 
central  point  of  contention  throughout  was  the  question  of  which 
branch  of  Governmen^^,  Congress  or  the  President,  Avould  have  charge 
of  the  task  of  exposing  the  truth  concerning  these  allegations.  The 
Roosevelt,  Truman,  and  Eisenhow^er  administrations  were  of  one  mind 
in  preferring  a  system  of  self -policing  for  the  executive  branch,  with 
strictly  limited  opportunities  for  legislative  oversight.  All  three  looked 
on  the  accusations  and  the  accusers  alike  wdth  considerable  skepticism, 
if  not  outright  contempt.  For  that  reason  alone,  many  in  Congress  were 
skeptical  of  the  value  of  any  self-policing  efforts,  and  pushed  instead 
for  vigorous  congressional  leadership  in  the  investigations.  Executive 
resistance  to  proposals  or  actions  along  these  lines  only  increased  sus- 
picions that  the  executive  branch  had  something  to  hide. 

By  the  time  President  Eisenhower  entered  office,  he  found  himself 
face  to  face  with  a  major  crisis  of  confidence  in  Government  institu- 
tions. Initially,  it  was  his  intention  to  cooperate  fully  with  Congress 
in  this  as  in  other  areas,  and  he  hesitated,  therefore,  to  interpose  liim- 
self  directly  in  a  situation  where  legislators  so  clearly  had  taken  the 
initiative.  Still,  he  was  no  less  anxious  than  his  predecessor  to  see  the 
executive  branch  left  free  to  clean  its  own  house,  should  that  prove 
necessary,  and  in  any  case  to  deal  Avith  the  matter  on  its  own  terms 
and  with  its  own  means. 


8  Congressional  Record,  vol.  100,  Feb.  25,  1954  :  2238-2242,  2245,  2249-2267,  and  Feb.  26, 
1954  :  2339-2358,  2364-2375. 

"U.S.  Congress.  Senate.  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations.  Legislative  history  of  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  85th  Congress  (committee  print).  Washington,  U.S. 
Government  Printing  Office,  1958,  pp.  92-93. 
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Cour-equently.  as  congressional  pressures  mounted,  he  beijan  to  mani- 
fest progressively  greater  concern  with  congressional  ''interA'cntion'' 
in  the  affairs  of  his  departments,  and  to  show  some  signs  that  lie  would 
resist  what  he  thought  to  be  unwarranted  congressional  encroach- 
jnents.  Thus,  far  from  fading  away,  the  controversy  intensified,  until 
in  1954  it  reached  a  climax  in  the  now  famous  clash  between  the 
Army  and  Senator  Joseph  IMcCarthy. 

Space  will  allow  for  only  a  few  comments  on  this  complicated, 
dramatic  confrontation  of  executive  and  legislative  power.  Of  interest 
to  this  study  is  the  fact  that  at  decisiA^e  points  the  contest  took  the 
form  of  a  dispute  over  the  rights  of  the  legislative  branch  to  demand, 
and  the  executive  branch  to  withhold,  requested  information.  Specifi- 
cally at  issue  was  the  executive  branch's  resort  to  the  executive  privilege 
claim  and  the  exigencies  of  national  security  to  stave  off  demands  from 
congressional  investigators  for  access  to  executive  documents  and  files. 
This  issue  already  had  arisen  in  this  and  other  contexts  under  Presi- 
dent Truman — in  the  Alger  Hiss  case,  for  example,  and  in  the  course  of 
the  Pearl  Harbor  investigation.  ITnder  President  Eisenhower,  too,  the 
prol)lem  arose  in  various  settings  outside  the  internal  security  dispute, 
most  notably  with  respect  to  several  facets  of  the  foreign  aid  pro- 
gram,^^  and  the  U-2  incident.^^  But  it  was  in  relation  to  the  internal 
security  issue  that  the  most  serious  clash  occurred,  and  here  that  the 
most  far-reaching  formulation  of  the  executive  privilege  doctrine  was 
announced. 

Senator  McCarthy,  who  had  become  the  leading  congressional  figure 
in  the  contest,  had  made  the  ''people's  right  to  knoAv''  a  central  issue 
in  his  dispute  with  the  executi\'e  de])artments  from  the  very  begin- 
ning.^" The  charge  that  the  Truman  and  Eisenhower  administrations 
had  lx)th  knowingly  used  the  privilege  claim  and  the  national  se- 
curity rationale  to  protect  wrongdoers  from  exposure  by  congressional 
committees  was  a  major  element  in  the  indictment  he  brought  against 
tliem.  The  security  classification  system  he  fou.nd  especially  frustrat- 
ing, both  Wcause  it  made  it  difficult  for  him  to  get  his  hands  on  the 
inforiiiation  he  felt  he  needed  for  his  investigation*,  and  because  it 
)>revented  him  from  making  public  use  of  what  he  did  receive.  Other 
legislatoi-s  have  complained  of  the  same  frustrations,  but  Senator 
McCarthy  went  beyond  complaints  to  direct  action.  By  1954,  he  was 
openly  urging  Federal  employees  to  put  their  duty  to  the  country  above 
any  "presidential  secrecy  directive"  by  giving  him  information  they 
tliought  he  might  need. ^^^ 

IU\\  the  decisive  conrronlation  came  in  May  when  the  Senate  rernia- 
uent  Investigations  Sul)C()mmittee  wliicli  was  looking  into  charges 
]evek'd  by  Senator  McCarthy  ag.iinst  ollicials  of  the  i)e[)artuient  of 
tile  Army,  attempted  to  get  information  from  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment concerning  a  crucial  January  meeting  that  had  taken  place  be- 
tween   cabinet    and    other    higli    administration    offk'ials    to    discuss 


'I  Kr:iiiM-r.  K(.l.crl  :ui(l  n<'iiiuimi  Mjiiciisc  "Kxcciiiivo  T'rivilofrc  -A  Stiulv  of  tlio  Period 
1  :•..:;    I'.mjo,  I'mls  l  and  12."  George  Wash  in;,' I  on  Law  Keviow,  vol.  29,  AnririOGl  :  827-S(i(). 

'-■  n,id.,  pp.  sui   J»2. 

'•'  r.S.  ("oii;,'n's.s.  Senate.  Select  f'onwnittee  to  Study  Censure  C'liarfres.  Kenort  on  Resolu- 
tion of  Censure;  to  acconipHny  S.  Kes.  .'Utl.  Washington.  U.S.  Ooverunient  rrintin^'  Oflice. 
l'.t.-.4.  ISIUI  Conu'.  2d  sess.  Senate.  Report  N(».  s;{  2r.0S),  pp.  :!2-;{;{ ;  Thomas,  Lalelv.  "Wlien 
!-ven    Angels  Wept."   N«'W   York,   Wllliain   Morrow  iS:  Co..    l!)?:*,,   p.    10." 

'*r.S.  Congress.  Senate.  Seh-et  < 'oMiinit  lee  l.>  Study  Censiii-t>  Char^'cs.  RtMsort.  *  *  *.  op. 

I.,  I).  .'52. 
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stratooy  in  the  disputo.  Vyy  tliis  tinio.  tlio  Prosidcnt  alroady  had  issued 
public  warnings  that  he  would  intervene  personally  should  the  dispute 
threaten  to  disrupt  the  Nation's  foreion  relations.^ ^ 

True  to  his  word,  the  subcommittee's  request  for  information  con- 
cerning the  meeting  was  answered  by  a  letter  from  the  President  to 
his  Secretary  of  Defense  authorizing  him  to  refuse  such  inquiries,  and 
enunciating  as  grounds  for  this  refusal  a  version  of  the  theory  of 
executive  privilege  that  one  commentator  has  since  characterized  as 
so  '"extreme"  as  to  stretch  ''the  claim  to  the   breaking  point." 

Because  it  is  essential  to  efficient  and  effective  administration  that  employees 
of  the  Executive  Branch  he  in  a  position  to  be  completely  candid  in  acivisinjr 
with  each  other  on  official  matters,  and  because  it  is  not  in  the  piil)lic  interest 
that  any  of  their  conversations  or  communications,  or  any  documents  or  repro- 
ductions, concernin^^  such  advice  be  disclosed,  you  will  instruct  employees  of 
your  Department  that  in  all  of  their  appearances  before  the  Subcommittee  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Government  Operations  regarding  the  inquiry  now 
before  it  they  are  not  to  testify  to  any  such  conversation  or  communications  or 
to  produce  any  such  documents  or  reproductions/" 

In  an  attached  memorandum.  Attorney  General  Brovrnell  w^as  even 
more  categorical  in  assertino-  that  ''our  Presidents  have  established  .  .  . 
that  they  and  members  of  their  Cabinets  and  other  heads  of  executiA'e 
departments  have  an  undoubted  privilege  and  discretion  to  keep  con- 
fidential, in  the  public  interest,  papers  and  information  which  require 
secrecy,"  and  tliat  ''tlie  President  and  the  heads  of  departments  have 
an  iivconfrollfd  discretion  to  withhold  tlie  information  and  papers 
in  the  public  interest."  i"  Senator  Fulbriglit.  for  one,  later  traced  the 
explosive  growth  in  executive  withholding  directly  to  this  incident, 
which  had  its  genesis  in  "the  desire  of  the  Eiscnhov.er  administration 
to  protect  its  officials  from  the  attacks  of  the  late  Senator  ]Mc- 
Carthy."  ^^  Certainly  the  dispute  gave  the  practice  a  powerful 
impetus. 

In  Congress  itself,  some  members  were  sympathetic  to  Senator 
McCarthy's  challenge  to  executive  authority,  but  others  were  not. 
Some  vranted  to  include  his  incitejnent  to  Federal  employees  to  re- 
lease classified  information  without  authorization,  as  well  as  the  use 
he  himself  had  made  of  classified  materials,  in  tlie  resolution  of  cen- 
sure that  was  brouglit  against  him.  Amendments  to  this  effect  were 
introduced  by  Senators  Morse  and  Fulbright.^'-^  The  Select  Committee 
to  Study  Censure  Charges  decided,  however,  that  while  the  Senator's 
appeals  to  Federal  employees  had  been  "improper,"  and  vrhile  the  use 


1-^  Latham,  oo.  cit.,  pp.  400-01. 

i«  Swartz,  Bernard.  "Executive  Privilejre  and  Congi-essional  Investigatory  Power."  Cali- 
fornia Law  Revievx-.  vol.  47.  Xo.  1.  3Iaixh  1059.  pp.  6.  7.  The  full  text  of  the  letter  from 
Presidenr  Eisenhower  to  his  Secretary  of  Defense  is  reprinted  in  Eisenhower,  op.  cit., 
pp.  507-98. 

1"  Swartz,  op.  cit.,  p.  6.  Emphasis  added. 

18  Berber.  Kaoul.  "Executive  Privilege  :  A  Constitutional  Myth."  Cambridge,  Mass., 
Harvard  University  Press,  pp.  5,  234— y.'j. 

i»  Senator  Fulbright's  proi»osed  amendment  charged  :  "The  junior  Senator  froin  Wisconsin 
openly,  in  a  public  manner  before  nationwide  television,  invited  and  urged  employees  of 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  to  violate  the  law  and  their  oatli  of  office."  Senator 
Morse's  proposal  was  more  detailed  :  "Openly  invited  and  cited  employees  of  the  Govern- 
ment to  violate  the  law  and  their  oaths  by  urging  them  to  i^iake  available  information, 
including  classified  information,  which  in  the  opinion  of  tiie  employees  could  be  of  assistance 
to  the  junior  Senator  from  Wisconsin  in  conducting  his  investigations,  even  though  the 
supplying  of  such  information  by  the  employee  would  be  illegal  and  in  violation  of  Presi- 
dential orders  and  contrary  to  the  constitutional  risrhts  of  the  Chief  Executive  under  the 
separation-of-pov.-ers  doctrine."  U.S.  Congress.  Senate.  Select  Committee  to  Study  Censure 
Charges.  Report  *  *  *  op.  cit..  p.  ol. 
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owinor  to  miticratino-  circumstances  noitlier  of  his  actions  was  censur- 
able.-°  The  committee  went  on  to  recommend  that : 

*  *  *  the  leaclersliip  of  the  Senate  endeavor  to  arrange  a  meeting  of  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  members  of  the  standing  Cdmmittees  of  the 
Senate  with  responsible  departmental  beads  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov- 
ernment in  an  effort  to  clarify  the  mechanisms  of  obtaining  sncli  restricted  in- 
formation as  Senate  committees  would  find  helpful  in  carrying  out  their  duly 
authorized  functions  and  responsibilities.-^ 

LOOKIXG   AT   THE    IxFORMATIOX    IsSUE 

In  the  end.  neither  tlie  Yaha  dispute  nor  the  challenges  raised  by 
the  Bricker  amendment  proposals  and  the  internal  security  issue, 
were  successful  in  limitino-  executive  discretion  or  tightening  congres- 
sional control.  On  the  contrary,  as  noted,  the  internal  security  dispute 
actually  may  have  strengthened  the  President's  hand,  especially  in  liis 
power  to  restrict  the  flow  of  information  from  the  Departments.  Fur- 
thermore, following  a  general  decline  in  concern  with  the  internal 
security  threat,  the  question  of  congressional  access  to  executive  in- 
foi"matio7i  tended  to  drop  from  sight  as  itself  a  matter  of  intense 
public  interest.  Xevertheless.  tliese  and  related  matters  continued  to 
^••et  attention  from  congi'essional  committees.  In  lOoG.  for  instance,  the 
Senate  Judiciary  Committee's  Subcommittee  on  Constitutional  Eights 
began  a  rather  extensive  examination  of  the  executive  privilege  que=;- 
tion.  Of  equal  interest  is  the  Avork  of  the  House  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Operation's  Special  Subcommittee  on  Government  Information, 
chaired  at  founding  by  Eepresentative  Moss.  Beginning  in  1955.  this 
committee  took  the  whole  range  of  executive  and  legislative  informa- 
tion issues  under  review,  including,  in  addition  to  specific  congres- 
sional pi-oblems,  sucli  matters  as  the  availability  of  information  to  the 
press  and  private  citizens.  Its  many  ''hearings,*  questionnaire  surveys, 
and  reports,  by  pinpointing  major  problem  areas  and  by  providing 
factual  data  on  information  policies  and  activities  of  executive  agen- 
cies, are  extremely  importnnt  sources  to  any  student  of  the  overall 
issues  of  congressional  intelligence.''  2- 

As  early  fruit  of  these  efforts  was  a  first  attem])t  at  ^'freedom  of 
inforination"  legislation,  an  amendment  to  the  ''housekeeping''  statute 
that  F(>deral  agencies  were  in  the  habit  of  citing  to  justify  the  with- 
holding of  infoi-niation  from  the  public.  The  original  purpose  of  the 
statute,  the  Administration  Procedures  Act  of  1946.  had  been  just  the 
contrary,  but  "the  section  of  the  law  introdticing  the  requirement  of 
l)ublicity  was  so  laden  with  exceptions  that  executive  agencies  soon 
came  to  rely  on  it  heavily  as  a  justification  for  withholdino-  rather  than 
disclosmg  information."-''  By  Public  Law  85-019.  enacted  in  1958.  the 
sf  atiite  was  amended  to  I'ead  that  it  did  not  "authoiize  withholding  in- 
lormadon  from  the  public."  ^Fhc  vW'cct  was  limited,  however,  by  nnich 
I  he  ^aiue  set  of  circumstances  that  had  plagued  the  oriL^nal  enactment. 
r»elore  the  bill  became  law,  l\e])resentative  ]Moss  found  it  necessarv  to 
assure  his  colleagues  that  it  would  not  endanger  militaiy  and  diplo- 

-Mhld.,  pp.  .18-39,  44-455. 
»»  Ibid.,   p.   30. 

"TWhorf     ('l.nrlr's   R.    ''AyHilnl.nify  of  Tnformntlon   for  ronprossionnl   Oporntlons."   In 
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1.   n J! '*".'■  e'"'.  ^'"''"'ir''*.^''-    "Adminlstrntlvp    Soorooy.    A    Oonirrossional    Diloninm."    Anioricnn 
roIUhal  Srlpnce  Hcvlow,  vol.  54,  Soptonibor  11)00:  090. 
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iiiatic  seciots,  iiiconio  tax  returns  and  traclo  ^ecvots^,  FI>I  reports,  or 
"information  that  could  be  withheld  legitimately  under  other  laws 
enacted  by  Confji-oss.''  -^  Furthermore,  a  specific  dischaimer  in  the 
Senate  repoit  accompanvino-  tlie  bill  stated  that  the  law  was  not  "in- 
tended to  aiTect  what  the  Attorney  General  describes  as  an  'executive 
privilege'  to  withhold  information  from  the  Congress  and  the  Public." 
It  was  meant  to  prevent  abuse  of  this  particular  statute  and  no  more."= 
A  report  of  the  Moss  Committee  concluded  in  lOGO  that  "since 
]:)assage  of  the  VX)S  freedom-of-information  amendment  to  the  house- 
keepino-  statute,  agencies  which  had  relied  upon  the  statute  as  an 
authority  for  secrecv  now  fall  back  on  the  broacl  claim  of  an  'executive 
])rivilege'  to  hide  tJieir  operations  from  the  public  and  Congress."  '''' 

Crisis  axd  Coxsultations 

The  record  examined  in  earlier  chapters  suggests  that  under  Presi- 
dents Roosevelt  and  Truman,  Congress  was  largely  excluded  from 
effective  participation  in  the  policy  process.  Relatively  close  collabora- 
tion on  the  United  Nations,  the  Marshall  Plan,  and  the  NATO  Treaty 
were  important  and  instructive  exceptions  to  this  state  of  affairs, 
brought  on  by  the  need  for  legislative  support  for  the  broad  restructur- 
ing of  U.S.  foreign  policy  that  commitment  to  a  collective  security 
organization  and  the  containment  doctrine  required.  In  looking  at  the 
record  of  the  Eisenhower  administration,  it  will  be  instructive  to  deter- 
mine whether  and  to  what  degree  the  new  President's  well  attested 
intention  to  seek  collaboration  with  Congress  as  a  constitutional  equal 
had  practical  consequences  of  any  importance  in  actually  bringing 
Congress  into  a  closer  relationship  to  the  policy  process,  and  giving  it 
the  knowledge  to  make  informed  and  independent  assessments  of  major 
decisions  affecting  tlie  national  posture  abroad. 

Evidence  drawn  from  the  administration's  handling  of  congres- 
sional relations  during  the  1954  Indochina  showdown  is  ambiguous. 
On  the  one  hand,  the  administration  did  call  in  congressional  leaders 
at  what  was  probably  the  decisive  moment  in  the  crisis,  give  them  a 
rundown  on  the  situation  and  plans  for  dealing  with  it,  and  ask  for 
their  advice  and  support.  In  line  with  a  practice  followed  on  several 
later  occasions,  the  administration  asked  for  a  joint  resolution  endors- 
ing a  proposal — still  in  the  formative  stage — to  intervene  in  the  South- 
east Asian  fighting.  When  some  members  at  the  meeting  raised  o})jec- 
tions  to  the  plan,  and  made  their  support  contingent  on  the  satisfaction 
of  certain  specific  conditions,  the  most  important  of  which  was  active 
allied  cooperation  in  the  intervention.  President  Eisenhower  did  accept 
their  conditions,  in  part,  it  would  seem  because  he  himself  had  similar 
reservations  in  mind,  but  also  out  of  genuine  respect  for  congressional 
opinion  and  its  constitutional  standing.^' 


2*  Ibid.,  p.  691. 
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28  U.S.  Congcress.  Honse.  Committee  on  Government  Operations.  Availability  of  informa- 
tion from  Federal  departments  and  agencies.  Washineton.  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
1960.  (S6th  Cong..  2d  sess.  House.  Report  No.  86-2084).  p.  177. 

2"  Roberts,  Chambers.  "The  Day  We  Didn't  Go  to  War."  Reporter,  v.  11.  Sept.  14.  19.")4. 
p.  .^1  ;  Gurtov,  Melvin.  "The  First  Vietnam  Crisis."  New  York,  Columbia  University  Press, 
1967,  pp.  145-^6. 
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On  the  other  hand,  there  is  little  evidence  that  outside  this  meeting 
and  its  followup  tlie  administration  was  willing  to  take  Congress  into 
its  confidence  in  dealing  with  the  situation.  Melvin  Gurtov,  in  his 
recent  study  of  the  crisis,  cites  various  evidence  of  congressional  dis- 
atiection  with  the  admniistration's  information  and  consultation 
policies.  It  is  true  that  Congress  as  a  whole  seems  to  have  taken  little 
interest  in  Indochina  affairs  at  this  stage,  which,  insofar  as  it  reflects  a 
general  tendency  to  ignore  foreign  policy  questions  until  they  land 
squarely  on  the  national  doorstep,  is  itself  a  ''congressional  informa- 
tion problem,"  but  Gurtov  attrilDutes  this  low  level  of  congressional 
attention  in  part  to  the  fact  that  the  executive  branch  as  a  matter  of 
policy  had  refrained  from  advertising  the  real  extent  and  depth  of  the 
crisis  until  the  closing  moments.-^  In  sum,  though  consulted  after  a 
fashion,  Congress  for  the  most  part  remained  on  the  periphery  of  the 
action,  at  a  distance  from  the  main  diplomatic  events  and  military 
maneuvering.  Only  one  change  from  the  Truman  years  was  definitely 
noticeable  :  Congressional  complaints  concerning  executive  secrec3\  for 
so  long  the  war  cry  of  Republican  critics,  were  novr  being  noised  vrith 
greatest  frequency  froin  the  Democratic  side  of  the  aisle. -^ 

The  Forkkjx  Policy  Resolutions 

Furtlier  trouble  arose  in  the  Far  East  in  late  105-t  and  early  1955, 
this  time  in  a  direct  clash  with  Communist  China  over  the  otishore 
islands,  a  dispute  symljolic  of  wider  diiferences,  which  provoked  the 
administration  to  ask  Congress  a  second  time  for  a  joint  resolution  of 
support.  The  result,  the  "Formosa  Resolution,"  was  the  first  of  two 
such  major  foreign  policy  resolutions  the  President  succeeded  in  get- 
ting through  Congress.  The  second  dealt  with  the  Middle  East  and  was 
adopted  in  1057  in  support  of  administration  ])lans  to  fill  the  power 
vacuum  that  had  appeared  in  that  area  after  the  Suez  crisis  the  previ- 
ous Fall. 

AVhile  the  Formosa  resolution  sailed  througli  Congress  easily 
enough  in  1955,  provoking  little  debate  or  interchange  outside  the 
Executive  sessions  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  the  later  Mid- 
dle East  resolution  did  not.  This  request  ran  into  extended  debate  in 
the  Senate,  and  its  adoption  was  achieved  "only  at  the  cost  of  consid- 
cra})lc  disputation,  substantial  modification  of  the  administration's 
original  plans,  and  a  series  of  delays  which  were  at  least  commensurate 
with  the  measure's  importance  as  a  new  departure  in  American  foreign 
relations."  '^^ 

The  Middle  East  resolution  was  introduced  at  a  time  when  execu- 
tive-legislative relations  on  foreign  policy  ah-eady  had  undergone  a 
deterioration.  One  evidence  of  growing  dissatisfaction  is  to  be  found  in 
a  speech  delivered  })y  Senator  Fulbright  in  February  1950  some 
months  before  the  trauma  of  Suez  had  opened  up  the  first  really  large 
public  cracks  in  the  l^'esidential-congressional  consensus  sustained 
lip  to  this  point  by  Ki.-enliower.  Kaybui-n,  and  Johnson.  In  this  speech, 

-"  n.i.i..  PI).  n;>  70.  jcj  d.-.  iir>  40. 
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Fulbright,  provoked  by  an  optimihtic  report  from  Secretary  ])ulle^  on 
the  allegealy  low  state  of  Soviet  diplomacy,  had  accused  the  Secretary 
of  both  wis'hfid  thinkini^  in  his  estimate  of  the  Soviet  danger,  and  a 
lack  of  candor  in  presenting  the  issues  to  Congress  and  tlie  Ameiican 
people. -^^  But  it  was  only  in  the  aftermath  of  the  Suez  crisis  in  late  1056 
that  the  issue  was  f  idly  joined. 

The  Middle  East  resolution  proposed  by  the  administration  evoked 
a  skeptical  reaction  from  many  in  ( digress  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 
Senator  Fulbriglit  again  was  one  of  the  more  vigorous  critics,  openly 
opposing  the  resolution  on  the  dual  grounds  that  it  was  "a  blank  grant 
of  power  over  our  funds  and  Armed  Forces,"  '^^  and  that  it  made  no 
sense  to  approve  this  "vote  of  confidence  in  the  stewardship  of  Secre- 
tary Dulles''  until  Congress  w^as  "given  information  which  would  en- 
able a  reasonable  man  to  form  a  sound  judgment  as  to  the  wisdom  of 
our  policies,  past  as  well  as  future.''  ^^  He  objected  especially  to  the 
wa}^  in  which  the  administration  had  dealt  with  Congress  on  the 
matter: 

Superficially,  as  a  matter  of  form,  it  might  appear  to  the  uninitiated  that  this 
resolution  is  a  vehicle  for  consultini?  Congress.  However,  there  was  n<i  real  prior 
consultation  with  Congress,  nor  will  there  be  any  sharing  of  power.  The  vrhole 
manner  of  presentation  of  this  resolution — lealss  to  the  press,  speeches  ro  specially 
summoned  Saturday  joint  sessions,  and  dramatic  secret  meetings  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations  after  dark  one  evening  before  the  Concrress  was  even 
organized,  in  an  atmosphere  of  suspense  and  urgency — does  not  constitute  con- 
sultation in  the  true  sense.  All  this  was  designed  to  manage  the  Congress,  to 
coerce  it  into  signing  this  blank  check.^ 

It  was  not  the  intent  of  the  Founding  Fathers,  he  urged,  that  the 
Senate  give  its  advice  and  consent  "on  faith  alone  without  knowledge 
and  understanding  of  the  subject  matter.  .  .  ."  ^^  He  recommended  the 
resolution  not  be  approved  until  Congress  had  gotten  a  white  paper 
from  the  Secretary  of  State  describing  the  course  of  events  leading  up 
to  the  current  state  of  affairs.^^' 

In  the  event,  however,  the  resolution  was  approved,  though  not 
without  amendment.  Still  a  challenge  to  executive  discretion  had 
been  mounted,  and  the  administration  h(ul  been  forced,  in  extensive 
hearings,  on  the  Senate  floor,  and  in  public,  to  defend  its  position  at 
length.  According  to  Holbert  Carroll,  in  pressing  the  administration 
to  make  its  case,  the  Senate  had  performed  an  important  intellectual- 
political  function,  exploring  alternatives  and  illuminating  areas  of 
doubt. ^'  In  contrast  to  Senator  Fulbright.  but  at  the  same  time  in 
oblique  recognition  of  his  efforts,  the  editors  of  "The  United  States 
in  "World  Affairs"  were  equally  laudatory,  calling  the  whole  process 
"one  of  the  more  successful  examples  of  collaboration  between  Con- 
ofress  and  the  executive."  ^^ 


3^  Fiilbrig:ht,  William.  Remarks  in  the  Senate.  Congressional  Record,  vol.  102,  Feb.  27, 

19,56 :  .s.sen. 

■■'-  Fnlibright,  William.  Remarks  in  the  Senate,  Congressional  Record,  vol.  10.3.  Feb.  11, 
1957  :  1856. 

^- Fiilbri9-ht.  William.  Statement  in  committee  on  Jan.  24,  1957.  Reprinted  in  Con- 
gressional Record,  vol.  10.*'..  Aug.  14.  1957  :  14701. 

34  Fnlbrirrht.  William.  Remarks  in  the  Senate.  Congressional  Record,  vol.  10.3,  Feb.  11, 
1957:  1S56. 

^^  Fulbright.  William.  Statement  in  committee  on  Jan.  24,  1957.  op.  cit. 
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The  matter  did  not  end  there,  however.  Uncertainties  in  ConPTess 
concernino^  the  situation  had  not  been  dispelled,  and  the  Joint  Com- 
mittee of  the  Foreign  Relations  and  Armed  Services  Committee  that 
had  handled  the  resolution  approved  a  full-scale  review  of  Middle- 
East  policy,  responsibility  for  which  was  given  to  a  subcommittee 
mider  the  chairmanship  of  Senator  Fullbright.^^  The  experience  of  con- 
ducting this  study  brought  the  Senator  little  but  further  frustration. 
The  study  was  to  be  based  largely  on  a  chronolog^^  and  documents  pro- 
vided by  the  State  Department.  Documents  were  provided,  but  all  too 
slowly  in  Senator  Fulbright's  opinion.  Furthermore,  there  were  ap- 
parent gaps  in  the  record. 

Finally,  when  enough  material  had  been  collected  to  reach  some 
conclusions  concerning  one  phase  of  the  events  under  review — the 
decision  to  cancel  l^.S.  support  for  the  AsAvan  Dam  project — an  addi- 
tional difficulty  surfaced.  The  usefulness  of  the  results  were  limited 
sharply  by  the  requirements  of  confidentiality  and  security  classifica- 
tion. The  findings.  Senator  Fulbright  complained,  could  be  made 
public,  but  not  the  evidence  on  which  they  were  based.^° 

It  is  only  fair  to  say,  however,  that  Senator  Fulbrisfht's  was  but  one 
view  of  the  administration's  performance.  Senator  Knowland,  rank- 
ing minority  member  of  the  subcommittee,  took  vigorous  exception 
to  Senator  Fulbright's  ciiticisms.  The  administration,  he  thought, 
had  been  more  than  generous  m  meeting  its  obligations  to  Congress 
all  along  the  line,  including  consultations  at  everv  stage  of  the  long- 
crisis,  and  in  the  prompt  supplying  of  documentation  afterwards.^^ 

Tliere  is  no  ready  way  to  judge  between  the  two  pointvS  of  view.  A 
footnote  to  the  Middle  East  events  of  1056-57  may  be  helpful,  how- 
ever. AVhen  President  Eisenhower  applied  his  new  ^fiddle  East  policy 
to  the  Lelxanon  ci'isis  in  1058  by  oi'derino-  I^.S.  trooi^s  into  that  country, 
he  acted  no  differently  thnn  President  Truman  had  done  in  the  Korean 
case,  or  than  President  Kennedy  would  do  in  the  Cuban  missile  ci'isis. 
He  consulted  his  advisers,  made  his  decisions,  and  then  called  in 
congressional  leaders  for  consultations.  The  time  frame  in  this  case 
was  short  of  course — 24  hours  or  so — but  not  too  short  perhaps  to  have 
ruled  out  advance  consultations  altogether. 

The  IJ-2  axh  ^Tissflk  Gap  Coxttjovf.rstf.s 

As  the  1050's  drew  to  a  close,  growing  congressional  disenchantment 
with  tho  administration's  foreign  policv.  to'^-etluM-  with  a  buildu]^  of 
i-esentment  at  a  sensed  isolation  from  the  ])olicymaking  process,  had 
bcnriin  to  manifest  itself.  V>y  1050.  Senator  TTumphrey  was  saying  of 
the  Eisenhower  administration  what  Senator  Taft  had  once  said  of 
Tinman's,  that  "the  slogan  of  'lupartisanship'  has  too  often  been  in- 
\ok'('d  to  mnzxle  criticism  of  administrntion  mistakes.'' '=  71ie  quick- 
ening i^ace  of  ('\(Mits— in  Cuba.  I'xM'lin.  Laos.  Soulli  Vi(^tnain.  and  the 
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Congo — added  to  tile  tensions,  as  did,  perhaps,  the  approach  of  the 
1960  Presidential  election.  The  era  of  ^'^ood  feeling"  appeared  to 
have  reached  its  end.  As  the  President's  second  term  ran  out,  public 
debate,  in  its  preoccupation  with  the  U-2  incident  and  the  niissile-gap 
controversy,  had  begun  to  show  some  signs  of  the  development  of  the 
kind  of  ''credil)ility  gap*'  that  had  plagued  President  Truman  in  his 
last  years. 

The  episode  of  the  Soviet  Union's  downing  of  an  American  V-2  in 
Soviet  air  space  in  early  1000  is  of  interest  partly  l)ecause  congres- 
sional investigation  of  the  aifair  provoked  an  instructive  instance  of 
the  invocation  of  the  executive  privilege  claim  in  an  important  policy 
context.  But  the  spy  plane  incident  also  raised  the  broader  issue  of 
congressional  access  to  secret  intelligence  information.  As  is  now 
known,  the  U-2  flights  had  been  gathering  information  on  the  buildup 
of  Soviet  strategic  air  and  missile  forces,  and  thus  were  linked  directly 
with  a  second  major  controversy  of  interest  during  this  period — the 
missile-gap  dispute.^^  The  missile-gap  had  its  genesis  within  the  de- 
fense bureaucracy  earlier  in  the  decade  in  a  dispute  over  the  adequacy 
of  U.S.  airpowe'r — the  so-called  bomber  gap.  Major  expressions  of 
these  anxieties  were  the  criticisms  of  U.S.  strategic  policy  raised  in 
1955  by  airpower  advocates  inside  Congress  and  out,  and  the  series  of 
hearings  on  U.S.  airpower  undertaken  in  the  following  vear  by  a 
-pecial  subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee. 
,Vmong  other  things,  these  hearings  raised  doul)ts  about  whether  the 
administration  was  being  candid  with  Congress  and  the  public  about 
all  aspects  of  the  sti'ateuic  situation.  Senator  Symington,  for  instance, 
explicitly  charged  officials  with  "misleading  the  American  people  as  to 
the  relative  strength  of  the  United  States  vis-a-vis  the  Commimists.''  ^^ 

But  it  was  the  Sputnik  launching  in  late  1957  that  gave  the  whole 
controversy  real  impetus  and  provoked  another  round  of  extensive 
congressional  investigations.'*^  This,  together  with  accelerating  tech- 
nological developments  geiierally,  which  had  reduced  strategic  think- 
ing to  a  state  of  flux,  and  more  than  a  decade  of  interservice  dispute 
over  the  l)udget.  had  by  the  late  1950's  much  reduced  congressional 
confidence  in  executive  judgment  on  strategic  issues. 

Legislators  now  began  to  openly  question  defense  decisionmakers 
and  criticize  them  for  a  lack  of  coherence  and  consistency  in  the  infor- 
mation and  advice  they  vrere  given  to  Congress. ^^  By  1960.  the  whole 
question  of  a  supposed  missile  gap  had  become  entangled  in  Presiden- 
tial ejection  politics,  the  administration's  su])])orte]'s  citing  inside 
information  to  confound  congressional  critics,  the  critics  using  leaks 
from  hostile  sources  in  the  executive  branch  to  un.dermine  the  admin- 
istration's credibilitv.*'  Once  in  office,  however.  Kenned v  administra- 


*=' Eisenhower.  "Wajrinc:  Peace.  1056-1961."  op.  cit..  p.  4S3. 
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tion  officials  soon  conceded  that  there  had  been  no  missile  o-ap.*^  The 
interesting  qnestion  then  is  how  so  many  had  been  so  soreh^  misled  ? 
Republicans  chartxed  that  the  whole  dispute  was  a  fabrication  of 
T)einocrat.>  as})irina'  to  the  Presidency.-^  Democrats  -countered  witli 
the  assertion  that  the  whole  matter  could  be  cliarged  to  the  adminis- 
tration's failure  to  keep  Cono-ress  and  tlie  people  adequately 
infoiined."*^ 

The  dispute  certainly  raised  fundamental  questions  about  the  role 
of  secret  intelligence  in  a  free  society,  and  especially  about  the  relation- 
ship of  this  activity  to  the  committee^s  of  Cono-ress.  It  also  cast  doubt 
on  the  informational  value  of  "leaks''  from  the  executive  departments, 
which  had  been  a  major  source  of  data  for  critics  outside  the  adminis- 
tration. This  was  but  one  facet  of  a  broader  problem — the  apparent 
ability  of  the  bureaus,  and  factions  within  the  bureaus,  in  alliance 
with  outside  groups,  to  exploit  their  control  over  information  resources 
and  other  elements  of  power  to  distort  the  picture  of  reality  held  by 
the  public  and  policymakei^  in  both  branches  of  Government  in  ways 
favorable  to  their  own  case.  This  dispute  may  well  have  been  one  of 
those  the  outgoing  President  had  in  mind  when  he  warned  the  country 
in  liis  farewell  address  of  the  dangers  posed  to  popular  government  by 
a  "scientilic-technological  elite''  and  the  ''military-industrial  complex.'' 

Assessment 

The  question  was  raised  for  further  examination  whether  President 
Eisenhower's  intent  to  come  to  terms  with  Congress,  and  the  spirit  of 
accommodation  he  brought  to  his  office,  had  in  fact  produced  any 
practical  amelioration  of  tlie  congressional  information  problem: 
whether  Congress  had  indeed  experienced  a  new  ''frankness  and 
candor"  from  officials  and  an  unimpeded  flow  of  timely  information 
from  the  departments  and  the  President.  In  this  regard,  there  are 
things  to  be  said  in  the  administration's  favor,  but  on  balance  little 
to  indicate  that  Congress  had  become  anything  like  an  equal  partner 
in  the  making  of  foreign  policy  or  given  access  to  the  inner  councils. 
Good  intentions,  it  would  seem  on  the  basis  of  this  evidence,  were  not 
enough  in  themselves  to  lower  the  barriers  to  an  open  executive-legisla- 
tive relationship. 

"  Ilavmond,  Jsick.  "Konnedy  Defense  Study  Finds  No  Evidence  of  a  'Missile  Gap.'  "  New 
York  fiiMCs.  Fob.  7,  1*J61  :  1.  21  ;  Hilsman,  Roffer.  "To  Move  A  Nation  :  The  Politics  of 
Foreittn  Policy  in  tlie  Administration  of  John  F.  Kennedy."  New  York.  Doubleday,  15)07. 
pp.  <;j-<)4.  Sorensen,  op.  cit.,  pp.  010-1.".;  Schlesinsor,  Arthur^!.  "A  Thou.sand  Days;  John 
F.  Krimedv  in  the  White  House."  Boston,  Houghton  Mifflin,  lOGo,  pp.  ol7,  409. 
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Chapter  IV 
THE  KENNEDY  ADMINISTRATION 


PresidextixVl  Leadership 

In  an  early  speecli  outlining  his  views  on  the  Presidency,  candidate 
Kennedy  was  highly  critical  of  Eisenhower's  conce])tion  of  the  Presi- 
dential office.  That  conception  was  too  ''detached"  and  "restricted,''  he 
thought.^  The  times — the  "turbulent  sixties"  he  called  them  in  pro- 
phetic mode — woidd  demand  a  more  vigorous  leadership  than  the 
incumbent  President  was  willing  to  provide.  Nowhere,  Kennedy  as- 
serted in  this  speech,  was  the  need  for  vigorous  leadership  more  im- 
mediate than  in  the  President's  relations  with  Congress.  "Having 
served  14  years  in  the  legislative  branch,"  he  reassured  liis  listeners, 
"I  would  not  look  with  favor  upon  its  domination  by  the  Executive." 
But  that^  he  continued,  was  not  the  most  likeh^  contingency.  On  the 
contrary,  if  there  was  any  present  or  impending  imbalance  in  power 
between  the  two  branches,  it  w^as  one  that  strongly  favored  the  Con- 
gress. 

In  foreign  affairs.  Senator  Kennedy  declared,  leadership  in  the 
sense  of  close  supervision  of  a  legislative  program  would  be  less  rele- 
vant than  knowing  when  to  lead,  when  to  consult,  and  when  to  act 
alone.  In  this  area,  he  thought,  the  President's  powers  are  or  ought  to 
be  virtually  exclusionary.  Here  "it  is  the  President  alone  who  must 
make  the  major  decisions  *  *  *."  Should  a  "brushfire"  war  threaten 
"in  some  part  of  the  globe"  the  President  "alone  can  act,  without  wait- 
ing for  the  Congress." " 

This  announced  determination  to  bring  energetic,  innovative  leader- 
ship  to  national  affairs  evoked  a  strong  positive  response  in  many 
quarters,  including  Congress.^  Legislators,  suggests  Richard  Xeustadt. 
have  discovered  that  there  are  many  advantages  to  be  had  in  submit- 
ting to  Presidential  initiative,  and  it  was  for  this  reason  that  executive 
dominance  over  Congress  grew^  quickly,  and  "quietly,"  and  for  long 
"went  unnoticed."  *  But  there  are  also  longstanding,  deeply  rooted 
sources  of  resistance  to  this  dominion,  as  the  President  soon  discovered. 


J-  U.S.  Congres53.  Senate.  "John  Fitzgerald  Kennedy,  A  Compilation  of  Statements  and 
Speeches  Made  During  His  Service  in  the  United  States  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 
tives." Washington,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  196-1.  (S8th  Cong.,  2d  sess.  Senate. 
Document  No.  79),  p.  1107. 

-Ibid.,  p.  1108. 

•'  "Modern  presidents  are  expected  to  lead  Congress.  This  expectation,  with  all  its 
ambiguities,  is  as  widespread  on  Capitol  Hill  as  anywiiere  else."  Matthews,  Donald  R. 
"U.S.  Senators  and  Their  World."  Chapel  Hill,  University  of  North  Carolina  Press,  1960, 
pp.   140-41. 

1  Neustadt,  Richard  E.  "Politicians  and  Bureaucrats."  In  The  American  Assembly.  Co- 
lumbia University.  The  Congress  and  America's  Future.  Fnglewood  Cliffs,  N.J.,  Prentice- 
Hall,  1965,  p.  111. 

(41) 


42 

''The  Congress.''  President  Kennedy  remarked  from  tlie  White  House 
at  the  end  of  1962.  ''looks  more  powerful  sitting  here — tlian  it  did  when 
I  was  in  Congress.''  ^ 

Nevertheless,  for  the  short  time  remaining  to  him.  ho  persevered.  In 
practice,  his  aim  was  not  so  much  to  expand  executive  power  as  to 
centralize  its  direction  in  the  Presidency.  The  relevance  of  this  will 
be  evident:  Centralized  control  over  the  policy  process  is  crucially 
aided  by  centralized  control  of  information.  President  Franklin  Roose- 
velt's reasons  for  strengthening  the  central  legislative  clearance  sys- 
tem, that  it  offered  ''a  means  to  keep  the  many-voiced  executive  from 
shouting  itself  down  in  the  legislative  process"  and  thereby  protect 
''not  just  his  budget,  but  his  prerogatives,  liis  freedom  of  action,  and 
liis  choice  of  policies  .  .  .'-  states  the  principle  involved  quite  well.*^ 
Two  major  innovations  by  the  Kennedy  administration  had  this  objec- 
tive in  mind.  These  were  the  further  strengthening  of  the  system  of 
legislative  liaison,  and  the  introduction — through  the  mediation  of 
Secretary  of  Defense  McXamara- — of  new  management  and  control 
techniques  in  the  Pentagon. 

Legislative  Liaisox 

The  elaboration  of  a  system  of  legislative  liaison  at  tlie  departmental 
level  and  above  is  a  postwar  development,  in  which  the  State  Depart- 
ment was  a  ])ioneer.'  Other  departments  followed  suit  at  their  own 
pace,  and  by  1968  all  had  set  up  some  sort  of  arrangement  to  formalize 
ongoing  relations  with  Congress.  Legislative  liaison  at  the  White 
House  level  underwent  a  j)arallel  development. 

The  function  was  recognized  but  not  given  separate  status  under 
l^resident  Tinman.  President  Eisenhower  was  the  first  to  give  it  formal 
standing.  Under  President  Kennedy,  the  function  was  further  up- 
graded and  centralized,  the  directors  of  departmental  liaison  activities 
Ix'ing  made  responsible  for  reporting  on  their  activities  to  the  White 
House  liaison  chief,  who  was  now  given  a  rank  equal  to  that  of  the 
highest  ranking  member  of  the  White  House  staff.^ 

It  is  especially  significant  that  under  President  Kennedy  the  job  of 
directing  the  White  House  liaison  effort  was  given  to  Lawrence 
O'Brien,  ''a  close  political  intimate  of  the  President."-'  This  was  to 
gi\e  explicit  recognition  to  the  political  intent  of  the  liaison  function. 
^\\\  blunlly.  executive  liaison  activity  is  Johhyhig  activity,  its  function 
under  President  Kennedy  being,  in  Arthur  Schlesingor's  words,  "to 
centralize  the  organizati(m  of  legislative  pressure"  in  order  to  maxi- 
'nize  "J*resi(lential  influence  on  the  Hill."  ^^  In  this  regard,  an  intended 
cirect  of  these  centralizing  steps  was  to  reduce,  or  at  the  minimum  to 
liionitoi*.  contact  bctwc^en  lef^islators  and  lovrer  levels  of  the  Federal 


•'■  SclilcsiriK*'!*,   Arlliiir,   M.   "A  'rhoiisand   Days:  John  F.  Keniiodv  in   tlic  Wluto  IIouso  " 

r.ostoii,  iioii-htoii  ^^miIl,  \'.)(\t,,  p.  712. 

"  Ni-nstiun,  ladianl,  "r'n'sidcncy  and  Lofrlslation  :  The  Orowth  of  Central  Cloaranop  " 
In  Kjcselhach,  Lcrdyn.  "The  Congressional  System  :  Notes  and  Keadinjrs."  Wadsworth.  1!>70. 

•Tlie  Commission  on  Or^'ani/af ion  of  tlie  Executive  Branch  of  the  Covernment  (Hoover 
<'oiiitnisston).  "Tasl<  Force  Report  on  F(>rci;,'n  AfTairs."  WashiiiL'ton.  T".S.  Oovernment 
I'rlriliti^:  Odice.  IJMJt.  p.  ILT.  :  HoU/TiiMn.  Al.rahain.  "L(>Lrislative  I,iaison  :  lOxecntive  I,eader- 
ship  in   Citii Kress."  CliicaL'o.  Itand   McNallv.   1!»70.  j)i).   12    i;{.  Km    71 

"  Sr.rcnsen.  Tlieodore.  "Kentiedy."  New  York,  Harper  &  Row,  lt)G5,  p.  35G. 

"  Holf/man,  op.  eit.,  p.  10. 
Sc»ile>;ii)j;cr.  op.  eit.,  p.  711  ;  Iloltzman,  op.  cit.,  1,  5,  li84-SS. 
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)iiroanonu'v  in  order  to  prevent  departments^  and  a<ronfies  from  speak- 
in<r  directly  and  freely  to  Conirress  and  tellin<r  it  anythino;  tlie  admin- 
istration Avould  piefei-  that  it  did  not  liear.  As  liepresentative  Bollinor 


1)1 

i] 

is  ^ 

lias  put  it,  "a  dis<!:i'nntled  depaitment  head  may  <ro  to  the  Hill,  'hehiiid 

the  President's  back'  so  to  speak,  to  orain  ad\antaire  for  a  i)ro<rram  in 

defiance  of  his  President's  priorities.  The  Kennedy  appi-oacli  helped 

substantially  to  mitioate  this  knife  cuttinor.'-  ^^ 

As  a  result  of  tliese  innovations,  "the  creation  of  machinery  to  trans- 
mit lef^islative  information  and  to  highlight  policy  questions"  in  order 
to  '^enlarge  *  *  '■'  control  of  the  bureaucracy  and  at  the  same  time  to 
extend  *  *  *  AVhite  House  influence  over  Congress'"  was  brought  to 
a  new  level  of  perfection.^^ 

PLANNING-PROGR.\MIXG-BuDGEnXG    AND    SySTE:MS    AxALYSIS 

A  second  major  Kennedy  innovation  was  the  introduction  of  new 
management  and  decisionmaking  techniques  in  the  Department  of 
Defense,  particularly  the  planning-programing-budgeting  system  and 
systems  analysis.  The  object  of  the  new  methods — fii'st  applied  in  the 
fiscal  year  1963  defense  budget,  which  went  to  Congress  in  January 
1962— was  to  establish  "central  planning  and  control"  over  a  defense 
program  grown  more  sprawling,  complicated,  and  costly  each  year." 
The  problem,  to  a  considerable  degree,  was  an  information  problem : 
"The  Secretary  of  Defense  as  the  head  of  the  single  largest  enterprise 
in  the  Avorld  has  to  rely  on  a  large  number  of  subordinates  to  supply 
information.  He  therefore  faces  the  formidable  task  of  not  falling- 
captive  to  the  onslaught  of  facts  and  numbers  that  his  vast  bureauc- 
racy unleashes  *  *  *.  On  the  other  hand,  he  has  to  counter  the  tend- 
ency of  bureaucracies  to  be  secretive  about  their  operations  in  an 
attempt  to  gain  a  monopoly  of  knowledge  and  hence  power."  ^*  In 
the  program  budget,  says  Hitch,  "we  have  provided  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  and  his  principal  military  and  civilian  advisers  a  system 
which  brings  information  that  they  need  to  make  sound  decisions  on 
the  foi-ward  program  and  to  control  the  execution  of  the  program."  " 
Systems  analysis  was  "simply  a  method  to  get  before  the  decision- 
maker the  relevant  data,  organized  in  a  way  most  useful  to  him."  ^® 

Introduction  of  the  new  methods  provoked  immediate  controversy. 
Both  major  components — program  budgeting  and  systems  analysis — 
were  criticized,  but  the  latter  especially  drew  heavy  fire,  much  of  it 
from  Congress.  At  first  the  main  thrust  of  this  criticism  was  that  the 
new  techniques  would  not  do  what  they  were  supposed  to  do — provide 
the  Defense  Secretary  with  improved  management  data  and  technical 


11^  Bollinjr.  Richard.  "Power  in  the  Iloiise  :  a  History  of  the  Leadership  of  the  House  of 
Representatives."  New  York.  E.  P.  Dutton.  lOfiS.  p.  210:  Pipe.  G.  Russell.  "Congressional 
Liaison  :  The  Executive  Branch  Consolidates  its  Relations  with  Congress."  Public  Ad- 
ministration Review,  vol.  26,  March  1966  :  18,  23. 

12  Pipe,  op.  cit..  p.  20. 

1"' Hitch.  Charles  .T.  "Decisionmaking  for  Defense."  Berkeley,  University  of  California 
Press.  1065.  pp.  17-2-3. 

1*  Sanders,   Ralph.   "The  Politics  of  Defense  Analysis."  New  York,  Dunellen,  1973.   pp. 

"  15  iiitch,  op.  cit..  p.  39. 

i«Ibid..  p.  53:  Enthoven.  Alain  C.  "The  Systems  Analysis  Approach."  In  U.S.  Congress. 
Senate.  Committee  on  Government  Operations.  Subcommittee  on  National  Security  and 
International  Operations.  Planning-Programing-Budseting  (committee  print).  Wash- 
ington. U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  1970,  pp.  571-72.  This  publication  is  cited  here- 
after as  PPB. 
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advice.  Only  at  a  later  sta«re  did  criticism  begin  to  focus  on  the  tliouglit 
that  the  new  methods  might  pose  some  serious  problems  for  Congress. 
A  major  concem  was  that  if  the  powerful  centralizing  tendencies  set 
in  motion  by  this  management  revolution  were  cutting  off  the  Defense 
Secretary  from  much  lo>^'er  level  dissent  they  might  do  the  same 
for  Congress.  Interservice  rivalry  and  dissent,  and  infonnal  links 
between  congressional  committees  and  the  military  heirarchy,  had 
lone:  been  a  source  of  congressional  information  on  the  powerful  de- 
fense bureaucracy.  The  old  fragmented  methods,  it  was  later  said,  had 
had  iri'eat  "accidental"  merit  in  sustaining  a  nuich  more  open  defense 
system.^' 

"^  The  new  jargon  and  specialized  knowledge  of  the  program  budgeters 
and  svstems  analysts  also  appeared  to  threaten  congressional  access, 
and  the  fear  arose  that  this  kind  of  thing  could  be  used  to  conceal  or 
obfuscate  the  true  grounds  for  decisions.^ ^"^  There  was  also  concern 
about  the  hostilitv  some  of  the  new  manao-ement  elites  seemed  to 
express  for  politics  in  general  and  the  legislative  process  in  particular, 
and  about  the  claims  of  the  new  ''scientific''  decisionmaking.  To  the 
]>rogram  budgeter  and  the  systems  analyst,  one  critic  suggested,  the 
''executive  and  legislative  processes  of  review  and  decision''  are 
"enemies  of  rationalty."  ^^ 

The  innovators  defended  themselves  vigorously.  One  particular  line 
of  defense  was  to  reemphasize  the  jwint  that  the  new  methods  were 
not  intended  to  viahe  flerisions  but  to  proi^irh^  'raformnfinn.  Tlu^  ex- 
pbcitness  of  logic  and  data  demanded  by  the  new  methods  would 
improve  the  ciuality  of  communications,  not  undermine  them,  and 
this  was  as  true  for  Congress  as  for  any  other  decisionmaker.-^  But 
only  if  Congress  actually  got  the  information.  The  critics  were  far 
from  satisfied,  and  the  drum])eat  of  criticism  continued. 

l)oth  {hi},  strengtliening  of  legislative  liaison  and  the  introduction 
ot*  these  ]iew  management  techniques  at  the  Pentagon  seemed  to  raise 
the  same  fundamental  question:  "Does  the  Congress  itself  lose  bar- 
gaining power  when  the  executive  branch  gets  better  organized  foi- 
foreign  affairs,  and  is  the  Congress  willing  to  encourage  this?" 
Anthony  Downs  has  observed  that  no  matter  what  their  setting  and 
subject  matter,  modern,  centralized  data  and  decision  management 
systems  tend  to  shift  poAver  to  staffs,  administrators,  ex])erts,  and  the 
bureaucracy,  and  awav  from  legislators,  tlie  electorate,  and  political 
actors  generally.-^  If  shifts  of  tliis  kind,  consequent  on  new  methods  of 
infoi-mation  control,  were  in  fact  occurring,  it  clearly  was  a  matter 
of  concein  to  Cono-ress. 


I'Ibld.,  p.  7-S.  ISO.  1S4-S5:  Snloma,  John  S.  "Congress  and  the  New  I'olitics."  r.oston. 
T.ifflr.  r.r.iwii.  &  To..  I'tfiO.  p.  2:^0. 

i'*  <Minrtn>n.1.  I.'ohort.  Kenneth  Jnndn.  nnd  Michael  TTiico  feds.l.  "Infonmtion  Snnpovt. 
I-rotrrniM  Hndirotinjj  and  tlie  Ponfrrpss."  New  York.  Spectrum  Books.  1»r>.S.  pn.  IKS -MM  : 
r'r-nno.  Kicli.'ird  F.  "Tl<e  TTonso  Appropriations  roniniittoe  a-:  a  Political  System  ;  The 
ProMfMi  of  Integration."  In  Wolfin^er.  Raymond  r<^d.].  Readings  on  Conffres^^.■  Enirlewood 
<!i(Ts.  \,J..  !'r(>nti«e-Hall.  IPTl.  p.  1^7;  MosIi.t.  I'r.-dorick  (\  "Proirranj  lindu'etln-  in 
:    .p<.i"n   Affnirs:  Soino  RcHections."  PT'R.  on.  rit.,  p.  14.1.  Sanders,  op.  cit..  p.  ISO. 

'9  "I'lni-nintr — Proernmintr — Rndi^etinc :  Initial  >reniorandnni"  PPR,  op.  oit..  !>.  14- 
.Moslior.   Prederick  C.  "PPR.S  :  Two  Questions."  ppp..  op.  cit..  n.  .^.00. 

-"  HiN'h.  or».  cit..  p.  .-..  fiO-r.T  :  Qiindo.  PS.  "Ry  Way  of  Sumniarv."  In  Qnado.  K.S.  Svstems 
Analvsi.s  and  Policy  Planning:  Applications  in  Defense.  Now'  York.  American  Elseyier 
Publishing  Co..  190,9.  p.  41S. 

!«  Downs.  Anthony.  "A  Idealistic  Look  nt  the  Pinal  Payoffs  from  T'ri)an  Da(a  Svstems' 
Public  Administration  Review,  vol.  27,  June  1907  :  209. 
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»  "MAXA(nx(i  Tin-:   \i:ws" 

'\Spoakin!2:  wil]y  one  A'oicc''  wa,s  a  pliraso  somctiiiios  nsod  by  Ko.nnody 
administration  officials  to  doscribo  tlieir  policy  of  centrally  coordinat- 
ing information  and  pnblicity.  In  pursuin^r  this  aim  the  administra- 
tion soon  found  that  it  had  yet  a  third  antagonist  to  deal  with  in  addi- 
tion to  Congi*ess  and  tlie  bureaucracy — the  American  press. 

As  an  enemy  of  executive  seciTcy,  the  press  is  a  \'aluable  congres- 
sional ally,  and  a  major  independent  source  of  information  on  day-to- 
day events.  Though  Congress,  as  a  body,  shares  with  the  President  an 
interest  in  maintaining  the  confidentiality  of  information  that  if  ex- 
posed might  do  harm  to  the  Nation's  security,  it  often  shares  with  the 
press  an  equally  urgent  concern  to  see  that  activities  of  the  executive 
de])artments  receive  the  closest  kind  of  scrutiny  from  the  Nation's 
journalists  and  other  independent  investigators.  The  two  imperatiA'es 
often  clash,  and  it  was  not  long  before  the  press  became  a  problem 
for  the  new  administration,  as  it  has  for  most  every  other  administra- 
tion, not  excluding  the  first. ^- 

On  the  whole.  President  Kennedy's  relations  with  the  media  were 
quite  good.  Tlie  working  press  "regarded  Kennedy  with  marked  fond- 
ness and  admiration,''  and  in  the  election  of  1960  "had  been  strongly 
for  him.''-"  The  feeling  was  reciprocated:  President  Kennedy  liked 
newspapermen  and  was  an  avid  newspaper  reader.-^  Furthermore, 
lie  was  acutely  aware  of  the  power  of  the  press  to  help  or  hinder  liim 
in  his  battle  for  public  opinion,  legislation,  and  the  policy  initiative, 
and  made  early  efforts  to  put  relations  with  the  press  on  a  sound  and 
mutually  beneficial  basis. 

In  an  early  press  conference,  he  tried  to  meet  the  problem  head  on. 
announcing  that  it  would  be  the  policy  of  his  administration  to  provide 
the  press  all  the  information  it  had  available  "within  the  limits  of  na- 
tional security.''  "I  do  not  believe,''  he  said,  "the  stamp  'National  Se- 
curity' sliould  be  put  on  mistakes  of  the  adiiiinistration  which  do  not 
involve  the  national  security."  -^  The  question  remained,  however,  of 
where  the  line  between  the  interests  of  national  security  and  the  public's 
right  to  know  would  be  drawn  and  who  would  draw  it,  a  problem  of' 
no  little  difficulty,  as  President  Kennedy's  press  secretary,  Pierie 
Salinger,  soon  found  out : 

I  wrote  hundred  of  letters  responding  to  editors'  and  publishers'  charges  of 
censorship  and  news  management ;  flew  tens  of  thousands  of  miles  to  hear  their 
grievances  *  *  *  met  with  their  delegations  in  Washington  *  *  *.  But  it  all  came 
to  nothing.  The  struggle  between  the  President  and  the  press  is  irreconcilable 
and  always  will  be  as  long  as  ours  is  a  free  and  open  society.-® 


--  Thomas  J^^fferson  has  left  this  portrait  of  President  Washington  reacting  to  a  press 
attack  :  "Tlie  President  was  much  inflamed,  got  into  one  of  those  passions  when  he  cannot 
comnsand  himself,  ran  on  much  on  the  personal  abuse  wliich  had  been  bestowed  on  him, 
deflefl  any  man  on  earth  to  produce  one  single  act  of  liis  since  he  liad  been  in  governnipnt 
which  was  not  done  on  the  purest  motives  .  .  .  and  that  by  God  he  liad  rather  be  in  his 
irrave  than  in  his  present  situation."  In  Salinger,  Pierre.  '"With  Kennedy."  Garden  Citv, 
X.Y.  Doubleday  &  Co.,  1966.  pn.  100-110. 

-3  Schlesinger,  op.  cit.,  p.  716,  719. 

-*  Sorensen  reports  that  one  of  the  reasons  why  President  Kennedy  read  so  many  nows- 
papers  was  because  he  wanted  to  see  how  things  looked  to  those  wlio,  like  CongressmeTi  and 
Senators,  did  not  have  his  access  to  the  facts.  Sorensen,  "Decisionmaking  in  the  White 
Houso."  op.  cit.,  p.  Hfi. 

23  Chase.  Harold,  and  Allen  H.  Lerman,  eds.,  "Kennedy  and  the  Press  ;  the  News  Con- 
ferences." New  York,  Thomas  &  Crowell,  1965,  pp.  7-8. 

26  Salitger,  op.  cit.,  p.  149. 
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Much  of  tlie  criticism  of  the  administration  focused  on  charges  that 
it  was  "managino;  the  news.''  This  was  especially  the  case  during  the 
Bay  of  Pigs  and  Cuban  missile  crises.  President  Kennedy,  says 
Salinger,  believed  that  with  '*the  cold  war  never  more  than  a  moment 
away  from  flaring  into  a  hot  war"  national  survival  depended  upon 
his  "ability  to  maneuver  secretly."'  -^  He  had  proceeded  on  that  basis 
in  both  these  crises.  In  both,  great  stress  was  put  on  total  secrecy,  in 
the  first  case  to  little  avail,  in  the  second  more  successfully:  in  both, 
important  information  was  deliberately  withheld  from  the  press  and 
Congress,  or  ])resented  in  a  way  intended  to  mJ.dearl:  in  both.  Presi- 
dent Kennedy  personally  called  upon  editors  of  major  newspapers  to 
alter  or  suppress  newsstories  they  were  about  to  print :  and  in  both 
major  newspapers  responded  favorably  to  these  appeals  by  killing 
stories.  The  result  was  a  kind  of  "covert  if  voluntary  censorship*'  that 
some  press  participants  later  regretted.^^ 

The  atmosphere  was  not  im]:)roved  by  the  administration's  attempts 
to  justify  its  actions.  After  the  Bay  of  Pigs,  a  speech  by  President 
Kennedy  to  a  gathering  of  newspaper  publishers,  in  which  he  offered 
a  straightforward  presentation  of  the  national  security  argument 
for  withholding  information,  provoked  considerable  adverse  re- 
action.-^ Following  the  Cuban  missile  crisis,  a  yet  blunter  statement 
by  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Public  Affairs,  Arthur  Sylvestei', 
to  the  effect  that  the  "generation  of  neAvs"  was  one  of  the  Govern- 
ment's "weapons*'  in  tlie  cold  war.  and  that  "it  is  inherent  in  our 
Government's  right,  if  necessary,  to  lie  to  save  itself  when  it  is  going 
up  in  nuclear  war,"  created  a  full-blown  crisis  in  press  relations.^° 

Tlie  resj)onse  of  the  Washington  Star  was  typical : 

AVeigh  those  words.  Their  meaning  is  truly  sinister.  .  .  .  ^Nlr.  Sylve^;ter  and 
liis  s'lperiors.  from  this  time  on.  are  suspect.  They  have  in  onr  opinion  reck- 
lessly and  thonshtlessly  forfeited  tlie  confidence  that  in  this  country  has  been 
the  rule  rather  than  the  exception.  What  they  say  from  now  on.  as  arbitrarily 
established  sources  on  information,  may  be  the  truth.  But  that  truth  will  be 
accepted  with  a  grain  of  salt."*^ 

Congress,  too.  began  to  talco  an  interest  in  the  dispute.  TudetHl,  a 
strong  congressional  concern  with  the  problems  of  the  press  had  al- 
ready beojun  to  manifest  itself  in  the  mid-1  OHO's  uiider  President  Eisen- 
1  lower.  One  of  Ihe  first  steps  taken  by  Tvopresentative  !Moss*s  Govern- 
ment Tufoi-mation  Subcommittee  was  to  give  ])ress  spokesmen  a  chance 
to  mak'e  their  views  known  before  Congress  on  executive  branch  in- 
formation practices.  In  1902,  under  President  Kennedy,  the  ^Moss 
committee  began  another  extensive  public  inquiry  into  problems  of 
the  press,  this  time  in  response  to  complaints  of  news  management  in 
the  Cuban  missile  crisis.^-  Of  the  missile  crisis,  Representative  Moss 
latci'  T-emai-ked  that  the  country  had  "experienced  a  degree  of  Govern- 

-•  SalliitrrT.  on.  cit.,  p.  150. 

■  I'.f.r^N-iii.   Victor,   iiiid   .Icssp  fjonlon.   "Tlic  T'ross  nnd   (lio  P.av  of  Pij:s.-  rohiniltin   Tnl- 
v.r<lt.v  Foniiii.  vol.  10.  fall  1007:  11. 
onw 'lfU!"'>'"^''  "^-ioT  ^'''  "'*"''''*-'  ^^^^^^^^'  lOGl."  Washins:(on.  D.C.  U.S.  Covornmont  Printinc 
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ment  news  mana<>oinent  wliicli  is  unique,"  and  while  ''it  was  well  and 
good  to  assert  tha^  tlie  Government  must  act  and  speak  to  the  Kus^ans 
with  one  voice  and  at  the  proper  time  *  *  *  it  is  critically  important 
that  the  American  people  also  be  told  the  facts  so  that  the  (Govern- 
ment does  not  find  itself  in  a  deep  crisis  with  an  uninformed  public 
incapal)le  of  olfcrino-  the  necessary  support  and  understanding.''  The 
executive  branch,  he  thought,  had  the  power  to  withhold  information 
in  the  national  interest  in  time  of  crisis,  but  "Congress,  the  press,  and 
the  American  public  have  a  responsibility  to  examine  carefully  the 
exercise  of  that  power."  Steps  ought  to  be  taken,  he  suggested,  "to  pre- 
vent unjustifiable  management  of  the  news  about  day-to-day  Govern- 
ment operations  and  to  prepare  for  the  information  problems  which 
will  arise  in  any  future  crisis.^^ 

The  President's  views  ren:iained  unchanged,  however.  In  Xoveml^er 
1962,  he  told  a  news  conference  that  his  administration  did  attempt 
"to  have  the  Government  speak  with  one  voice,"  and  did  impose 
"obvious  restraints  on  newsmen."  But  it  would  have  been  a  "great 
mistake  and  possibly  a  disaster,"  he  said,  to  let  the  information  out 
beforehand  or  without  controls,  and  he  had  "no  apologies"  to  make  for 
concealing  what  he  knew  until  he  judged  the  time  appropriate  to  reveal 
it."^*  In  February  1963,  he  responded  to  a  question  on  news  manage- 
ment by  criticizing  the  press  for  engaging  in  sensationalism  in  cover- 
ing the  poster i sis  situation  in  Cuba,  and  by  suggesting  that  newsmen, 
too,  had  an  obligation  to  engage  in  occasional  self-analysis  and  self- 
criticir-ni. 

"]MUZZLIXG   THE    ]MilITARy" 

Another  "one-voice"  question  confronting  the  administration  was 
that  of  the  proper  role  of  military  men — and  by  implication  other 
nonelective  ])ublic  officials — in  speaking  out  on  national  issues.  This 
dispute  had  two  aspects.  On  the  one  hand  were  congressional  allega- 
tions that  the  administration  was  "gagging"  or  "muzzling"  military 
men.  Through  the  use  of  speech  review  boards  and  other  mechanisms 
of  the  "speak  with  one  voice"  policy,  it  was  alleged,  the  administration 
was  preventing  knowledgeable  military  professionals  from  presenting 
a  full  and  honest  picture  of  the  Xation's  security  posture  to  Congress 
and  the  public.""^  On  the  other  was  a  belief  that  far  from  being  exces- 
sively rigorous  in  its  control  over  the  expression  of  opinion  by  military 
men,  the  administration  was  being  much  too  lenient.  As  a  result,  it  was 
charged,  certain  officers  vrere  using  their  official  }:>ositions  and  the 
resources  and  facilities  of  the  Government  to  propagate  dangerous 
views  on  foreign  policy  and  domestic  affairs. 

An  investigation  of  both  charges  was  undertaken  in  early  19G-2  by 
the  Special  Preparedness  Subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Armed  Service'^s 
Committee.  In  the  course  of  these  hearings.  President  Kennedy  in- 
voked the  use  of  executive  privilege  to  withhold  the  names  of  those 
Department  of  Defense  review  officials  who  had  been  responsible  for 

-Ibid.,   pp.   l.''.l-132. 

^  Chase  and  Lerman.  op.  cU..  p.  3.36. 

^  Salinger,  op.  cit..  13f>,  152.  President  Eisenhower  had  been  similarly  criticized  for  so- 
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Agencies,"  op.  cit.,  pp.  8117-3134. 
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tonintr  down  certain  aiiti-Coiniiumist  ppcechos  by  military  personnel, 
nn  action  characterizxd  by  Senator  Thurmond  as  '*one  of  the  most 
danoerons  acts  that  any  President  of  the  United  State?  has  CA'er  com- 
mitted *  *  *.'■  ^'^  On  the  central  issue,  the  committee  approved  the 
practice  of  usin^f  military  men  to  educate  the  public  on  national 
secui'itv  issues,  but  it  pIso  cited  the  rio-ht  and  duty  of  civilian  officials 
to  enforce  standards  of  appropriateness  on  military  communications 
with  the  electorate.^*  The  discovery  that  the  administration  had  also 
been  reviewing  military  presentations  to  congressional  committees  vras 
stronoly  condemned,  however : 

The  subcommittee  was  both  surprised  and  disturbed  to  learn  that  statements 
prepared  by  military  oflficers  for  presentation  to  congressional  committees  in 
exoc'itive  sessions  have  been  subject  to  prior  review  and  clearance,  not  only  by 
the  Department  of  Defense,  but  also  by  the  Department  of  State.  This  is  highly 
objectionable  and  improper  practice  and  can  only  be  calculated  to  obstruct  un- 
duly the  free  flov^*  of  information  to  which  the  Congress  is  entitled. 

This  pror^ediiro,  the  committee  recommended.  ou.C'lit  to  be  abandoned 
at  once.^^ 

Despite  these  fmdinos,  howevei',  the  question  of  tlie  place  of  the 
military  voice  in  the  American  system  soon  arose  once  more,  this  time 
OA^er  the  President's  decision  to  terminate  the  services  of  Air  Force 
Chief  Curtis  Lemay  and  Chief  of  Xaval  Operations  Anderson.  Charo'es 
Vv'cre  made  tliat  tlie  two  officers  w^ve  beinj?  "retaliated"'  airainst  for  hnv- 
inp-  had  differences  with  the  administration  on  national  security  policy. 
A  bill  was  introduced  in  the  House  to  fix  service  on  the  Joii^t  Chiefs 
at  a  sino-lo.  term  of  4  years.  Supporters  of  the  bill  argued,  in  the 
words  of  Conofressmen  Herbert,  that  "Congress  cannot  legislate  wisely 
if  members  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  merely  report  back  to  Congress  that 
which  they  feel  is  agreeable  to  the  administration  in  power.*'  and 
that  a  fixed  tei-m  would  give  the  Chiefs  the  job  security  they  needed 
to  speak  out  witli  independence.  Opponents  argued  that  such  a  law 
v.onld  constitute  imwarranted  interference  with  the  President's  right 
to  clioose  his  senior  advisers.  !Much  heat  was  generated,  but  the  bill 
never  got  to  tlie  floor  foi-  a  vote. 

Crisis  axd  Coxsft.tatioxs 

There  are  two  ^■i(^ws  on  the  adequacy  of  the  Kennedy  administra- 
tioivs  ])erf()rmance  in  informing  aiul  consulting  with  congressional 
leaders  ami  committees  concerning  the  Xation's  diplomatic  afl'aii^s^ — a 
prondministratioii  view  according  to  whic^li  eveiytliing  wa,s  done  that, 
considering  the  circumstances  and  the  o\erriding  denumds  of  the  na- 
tional security,  ought  to  have  been  done:  aiul  an  antiadministration 
view  that  what  was  done  was  not  enougli.  Administi-ation  memoirists, 
jx'rhaps  inadv(utently,  give  testimony  on  both  sides  of  the  controvei-sy. 

Sorenson  lecollects  that  consultations  with  Senators  on  the  limited 
nuclear  test  ban  treaty  were  (juite  ext(Misi\e.  Otliers  have  suggested. 
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liowovor,  that  tliese  consultations  consisted  of  little  more  than  a  vigor- 
ous defense  of  the  pendinii'  agreement,  undertaken  to  counteract  an 
{dready  outspoken'opposition.  which  auiong  other  things,  had  raised 
the  charge  that  the  accord  contained  secret  commitments.'''^ 

Sorenson's  account  of  the  decisionmaking  on  tlie  Berlin  crisis  in 
19G1  sugge^sts  that  on  this  issue,  too,  the  administration's  various  posi- 
tions Avere  worked  out  in  detail  before  Congress  was  either  informed 
or  consulted  on  pending  action.^"  The  same  may  be  said  of  the  adminis- 
tration's liandling  of  the  wheat  deal  with  the  Soviet  Union  in  11JG3. 
President  Kennedy,  convinced  that  any  information  given  to  Congress 
on  the  pending  agreement  would  be  leaked  iuunediately,  deliberately 
scheduled  his  announcement  to  congressional  leaders  on  the  subject 
only  two  hours  before  he  made  the  same  information  public  at  a  press 
conference/-^  Altogether,  the  recollections  of  Sorenson  suggest  a  Presi- 
dent more  than  ready  to  take  matters  into  his  own  hands : 

[Kennedy]  did  not  feel  obligated  to  risk  unnecessary  delay  and  possible  defeat 
l)y  sending  every  important  international  agreement  to  the  Senate  for  approval  as 
a  formal,  long-term  treaty.  Nor  did  he  follow  Eisenhower's  precedent  of  seeking 
Congressional  resolutions  of  approval  for  major  foreign  policy  initiatives.  He 
dispatched  personal  and  official  advisors  on  important  missions  aliroad.  stationed 
Lucius  Clay  in  Berlin  for  seven  months  with  the  rank  of  ambassador,  and 
inserted  Maxwell  Taylor  between  himself  and  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  without 
resource  to  Senate  confirmation.  He  told  one  career  servant  called  to  testify 
on  a  matter  not  yet  settled  by  the  administration  "to  tell  them  you're  sick  and 
you'll  be  up  there  next  week."  He  invoked  the  claim  of  executive  privilege  to 
prevent  Congressional  investigators  from  harassing  State  and  Defense  Depart- 
ment civil  servants  over  the  individual  deletions  or  alterations  they  made  when 
clearing  speeches.^" 

TiTK  Bay  or  Pios 

A  further  look  at  President  Kennedy's  handling  of  the  information 
])ro])]em  during  the  Bay  of  Pigs  and  Cuban  missile  crises — this  time 
from  a  congressiojial  i-ather  than  a  press  pei'spective — tends  to  con- 
firm the  picture  offered  here  by  Sorenson.  The  Bay  of  Pigs  invasion 
was  meant  to  be  a  secret  operation,  but.  as  Sorenson  puts  it.  the  affair 
was  ''too  large  to  be  clandestine  aiid  too  small  to  l^e  successful.''  "^^ 
The  Cu])an  refugee  community,  the  American  press,  the  Castro  gov- 
ernment, all  were  talking  openly  about  an  invasion  plan  long  before 
a  definite  decision  to  go  ahead  with  the  doubtful  operation  had  been 
made.  The  Nation  got  wind  of  the  affair  in  late  lOGO,  months  before 
the  new^  administration  took  office.**  Nevertheless,  as  far  as  can  be 
discovered,  no  member  of  the  House  was  invited  to  participate  in 
any  way  in  the  decisions,  or  was  informed  through  official  channels 
of  the  determination  to  intervene.*^  In  the  Senate,  it  was  the  same  story 
with  one  exception. 

•■»»  Sorpnson,  Kpnnpdy.  op.  cit..  p.  7.S7  :  Schlpsinspr.  op.  cit..  p.  OSl.  Parrol.  Hol^prt.  "Thp 
Congress  and  National  Security  Policy"  In  the  American  Assembly,  Columbia  University. 
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Shortly  before  the  invasion  was  scheduled  to  be  launched,  Senator 
Fulbright  was  invited  by  President  Kennedy  to  share  the  Presidential 
jet  on  a  flight  to  Florida  where  the  two  men  were  to  spend  separate  hol- 
idays. Senator  Fulbright,  who  knew  of  the  invasion  plan  through  press 
reports,  gave  tlie  President  a  memorandum  outlining  his  opposition 
to  military  intervention/*^  Little  more  was  said  of  the  matter  during 
the  flight  south,  but  on  their  return  to  Washington,  Senator  Fulbright 
was  invited  by  the  President  to  sit  in  on  what  the  Senator  thought 
would  be  an  informal  discussion  of  the  issues  at  the  State  Department, 
but  which  turned  out  to  be  ''the  full-dress  and  final  major  polic}^  review 
for  the  Bay  of  Pigs.''  ^''  Confronted  with  an  imposing  array  of  top- 
level  decisionmakers  from  State,  Defense,  CIA,  and  tlie  AVhite  Plouse. 
and  only  now  for  the  first  time  aware  of  the  details  of  the  invasion 
plan.  Senator  Fulbright  nevertheless  forcefully  stated  his  case  against 
the  intervention.  But  it  was  much  too  late  to  have  an  impact.  The  views 
of  the  assembled  experts  were  unanimously  favorable  to  the  enterprise, 
the  invasion  plan  was  approved,  and  Avent  ahead  as  scheduled. ^^ 

The  residt  was  an  evidciit  disaster.  The  blow  was  softened  somewhat, 
however,  by  the  reaction  of  Congress,  which  has  been  descril)ed  by 
one  observer  as  ''extraordinarily  passive." 

Leaders  of  both  political  parties  firmly  backed  President  Kennedy  in  his  [post- 
invasion]  exchanges  with  the  Soviet  Premier.  The  Congress  provided  legitimacy 
for  the  operation  and  convej-ed  the  unity  of  the  nation  largely  by  silence.  .  .  . 
The  President  briefed  a  small  bipartisan  group  of  congressional  leaders  during 
the  three-day  period  when  the  invaders  were  crushed.  The  leaders  were  silent. 
The  House  and  Senate  foreign  policy  committees  conducted  short,  secret  hearings 
two  weeks  after  the  event.  They  did  not  report.  Only  in  the  aftermath,  when 
more  information  became  available  about  the  nature  of  the  invasion  and  the 
deep  American  involvment.  were  questions  raised  in  the  Congress.  Even  then 
the  criticism  was  guarded.*^ 

CuBAX  Missile  Crisis 

In  the  Cuban  iinssile  crisis,  the  barriers  to  congressional  information 
and  participation  were,  if  anything,  strengthened.  Siuprise,  and  thus 
secrecy,  were  thought  by  pai'ticipating  oflicials  to  bo  the  one  factor  in 
the  situation  that  might  lip  the  psychological  balance  in  the  crisis  in 
America's  favor : 

The  President  did  make  one  more  decision — that  we  must  avoid  giving  (he 
Soviets  any  opportunity  to  grab  the  political  initiative.  .  .  .  There  should  be  no 
public  disclosure  of  the  fact  tliat  we  knew  of  the  Soviet  missiles  in  Cuba  until  a 
course  of  nclion  liad  been  decided  upon  and  readied.  Tf  at  all  possible  the  two 
announcements — that  we  liad  discovered  Soviet  missiles  in  Cuba  and  what  tb«^ 
rnited  Stntes  intended  to  do  about  it — should  be  made  simultaneously.  Security 
was  e.ssential  and  tbc  President  made  it  clear  that  be  was  determined  that  for 
once  in  the  history  of  Washington  there  should  be  no  leaks  whatsoever.^ 

This  decision,  says  TTilsniMn,  expressed  ''the  Piesident's  determina- 
tion not  be  dragged  along  in  the  wake  of  events  but  to  control  them.''  "'^ 
Sorcnson  sugo-ests  tlial   one  of  the  "events''  it  was  feared  miojit  tie 
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««  IIIlMman.  ItoL'or.  "To  Mr)vo  .\  Nation  :  Tlio  I»olitics  of  Foroitrn  I'oHcv  in  flio  .\<lniinistra 
tinn  <'or  John  F.  Konnody."  Canton  Titv.  N.Y.,  I)oui)lodav  &  Co..  1007.  p.  108. 

«"  Ibid. 
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the  President's  lumds  was  an  adverse  reaction  from  the  xVmerican 
people — premature  disclosure  might  "panic  tlie  American  public  be- 
fore we  were  ready  to  fict."  ^^  Nor  was  exception  made  for  congres- 
sional leaders.  Sorenson  recalls  keeping  one  of  the  three  girls  in  his 
office  "in  tlie  dark''  on  the  situation  because  her  roommate  workerl  for 
Senator  Keating,  whom  Sorenson  wanted  to  "keep  in  the  dark,"  too,  if 
at  all  possible.^^ 

That  the  Soviet  Union  might  be  installing  strategic  missiles  on 
Cuban  soil  had  been  suspected  for  some  time  in  the  latter  part  of  19G2, 
but  it  was  not  until  October  15  that  hard  intelligence  to  that  effect 
was  obtained  by  U-2  photographic  reconnaissance  and  relayed  to  the 
White  llou-e.  Eeceipt  of  this  information  marked  the  beginning  of 
the  famous  "13"  days  of  the  crisis,  the  first  week  of^  which  was 
oc'upied  by  deliberations  of  "Ex-Com,"  the  special  decisionmaking 
body  established  by  President  Kennedy  to  deal  with  the  situation.^* 
It  was  Ex-Com  that  recommended  to  the  President  the  blockade  or 
"quarantine"  strategy  that  was  eventually  adopted,  and  which  was 
announced  to  the  Xation  via  television  on  October  22.  launching  the 
G  "public"  days  of  the  crisis  13. 

Xo  Senator  or  Representative  had  sat  on  the  Ex-Com  ;  none,  as  far  as 
is  known,  had  been  informed  of  the  substance  of  the  deliberations,  or 
even  of  its  existence  and  the  reasons  therefor.  The  President  broke 
the  news  to  congressional  leaders  at  a  White  House  meeting  at  5 
o'clock  on  October  22,  just  2  hours  before  the  public  announcement. 

The  meeting  did  not  go  well.  Eepresentative  Halleck  told  the  Presi- 
dent thnt  he  Avoukl  support  him  publicly,  but  also  that  he  wanted  the 
record  to  show  that  he  had  been  informed  at  tlie  last  minute,  not  con- 
sulted.^^ Senator  Eussell,  backed  by  Senator  Fulbriglit,  opposed  the 
quarantine  idea  and  suggested  more  vigorous  measures. ^^  The  meeting 
was  supposed  to  last  1  hour,  but  went  on  beyond  6  p.m..  leaving  Soren- 
son "angry  that  they  [the  congressional  leaders]  should  be  harassing 
him  [the  President]  right  up  to  the  last  minute."  He  found  the  advice 
offered  "captious  and  inconsistent,"  and  thought  that  it  introduced  the 
"only  sour  note"  into  the  President's  historically  momentous  day.^^ 
President  Kennedy  later  observed  that  "if  the  congressional  leaders 
had  gone  through  the  5-day  period  we  had  gone  through — in  looking 
at  the  various  alternatives,  advantages,  and  disadvantages — they 
would  have  come  out  the  same  way  we  did."  ^^  Rut  that  was  just  the 
problem  :  Xone  of  them  had  gone  through  the  5-day  period,  and  it  was 
as  a  result  of  the  President's  own  decision  that  they  had  not.  Senator 
Fulbriglit  later  observed  that  the  meeting  was  never  intended  to  be 
anything  more  than  a  formality  in  any  case,  not  a  consultation  but  a 
briefino-.59 


^2  Sorenson.  "Kennedy."  op.  cit.,  p.  676. 

■^■'IMfl.,  p.  698. 

"^  Kennedy.  Robert  F..  "Thirteen  Days  :  A  Memoir  of  the  Cuban  Missile  Crisis."  New  York. 
W.  W.  Norton.  1969.  In  addition,  see  the  accounts  in  Schlesinger,  Sorenson,  Hilsman.  and 
Salincer. 

•"'  Sorenson.  "Kennedy."  on.  cit.  p.  702. 

^  Schlesineer.  op.  cit..  p.  812. 

s"  Sorenson.  "Kennedy."  on.  cit..  p.  702;  Sclilesinger,  op.  cit.,  p.  812. 

"^  Sorenson.  "Kennedy."  op.  cit. 

'» Fulbright,  William.  Remarks  in  the  Senate.  Congressional  Record,  vol.  199.  Dec.  10, 
1973. 
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War  IX  Southeast  Asia 

The  outcome  of  the  Bay  of  Pigs  and  Cuban  missile  crises  Avere  very 
dilferent.  The  former  ended  in  failure:  the  latter  is  considered  to  be 
the  Kennedy  administration's  greatest  foreign  policy  triumph.  Con- 
gress, however,  had  played  little  role  in  either  episode.  Meanwhile, 
events  were  taking  an  untoward  turn  in  Southeast  Asia.  Just  when  the 
Laos  problem  seemed  to  have  been  resolved  satisfactorily,  and  with 
Berlin  quiescent,  the  situation  in  Vietnam  began  to  crumble.  The 
administration  would  become  increasingly  preoccupied  with  this  part 
of  the  world  in  its  last  months,  but  assassination  made  the  Vietnam 
war  the  bane  of  later  administrations,  no  longer  of  this  one. 


ClIAlTER    V 

THE  VIETNAM  WAR 


Full  Circle 


Of  m11  the  many  vexing  issues  raised  by  tlie  A^ietnam  Avar,  one  of  the 
most  pervasive  and  nnsettling  in  its  implications  was  that  which  came 
to  be  known  in  journalistic  parlance  as  tlie  "creclibilit}^  gap.*' ^  This 
dispute,  wiiich  began  as  a  quarrel  over  a  particular  aspect  of  policy 
under  a  particular  achiiinistration,  soon  eA^olved  into  a  general  distrust 
of  Executive  power  as  such,  and  in  that  sense  takes  this  study  fidl 
circle,  back  to  the  late  1930's  when  a  convincing  case  for  executive 
supremacy  in  foreign  policymaking,  with  broad  discretionary  powers, 
was  yet  to  be  made.  Simple  tliough  it  may  have  appeared  on  the  sur- 
face, this  issue  called  into  question  several  very  different  aspects  of 
executive  branch  conduct,  inclnding  not  only  its  honesty  in  the  strict 
sense  (wliether  it  was  willing  to  communicate  the  truth  about  the  war 
as  it  saw  it),  but  also  its  hnoioledgea'bility  (whether  it  had  the  truth 
to  communicate) ,  its  prudence  (whether  it  was  capable  of  acting  wisely 
on  what  it  did  know),  and  its  ohjectives  (both  what  they  were  and 
their  legitimacy).  The  concern  here  is  to  examine  the  informational 
dimensions  of  this  struggle  as  it  developed  throughout  the  1960's  and 
into  the  early  1970's. 

P'RESn)ENT    KeXXEDY    AND    ViETNAM 

President  Eisenhovrer's  handling  of  the  Indochina  crisis  in  1954 
raised  some  concern  in  Congress  that  executive  officials  were  not  be- 
ing completely  candid  in  their  representations  on  the  war,  but  this' 
never  reached  the  proportions  of  a  major  public  issue.  Growing  United 
States  involvement  in  the  affairs  of  that  part  of  the  globe  in  the  late 
1950's  did  not  engender  much  congressional  criticism  and  for  the  most 
part  went  unchallenged.  Government  credibility  in  regard  to  U.S.  par- 
ticipation in  the  Vietnam  struggle  fii'St  seems  to  have  become  a  matter 
of  public  concern  under  President  Kennedy.  It  was  in  1963  that  I.  F. 
Stone  accused  the  administration  of  constructing  "an  elaborate  myth- 
ologv"  to  cloak  the  American  role  in  Vietnam,  of  engaging  in  an  effort 


1  "A  concept  of  cnnsidernblc  popiilnrity  among  .ionrnnlisls  diirinjr  tlio  v,-<nr  in  Vicfiinni  lia.-^ 
lioen  the  'credibility  gap.'  the  idea  that  the  ad"-)inistration  has  been  holdinT  from  the  puMic 
(and  its  tribunes)  essential  information  ahont  the  war.  The  public  was  ))olled  several  times 
on  the  issue  and  seemed  to  perceive  a  pap  itself.  ■■'  ''=  *  'Onrinc:  the  Korean  War.  a  similar 
gap  was  perceived  by  tlie  public,  but  it  was  not  obvious  to  quite  so  many  j^artly.  perhaps, 
because  the  issue  was  not  so  commonly  belabored  in  the  press.  *  *  *  r>ut  the  data  do 
suggest,  uf^vertheless,  rather  less  of  a  credibility  problem  in  the  earlier  war.  .\  similar  (pies- 
tiou  asked  during  World  War  TT  found  far  less'  of  a  credibilitv  gap.  *  *  *"  Muller.  .John  E. 
"War,  Presidents  and  Pul)lic  Opinion."  New  York.  John  Wiley  &  Sons.  107^,.  nn,  112-1-'^. 
For  extended  compai'isons  of  support  for  administration  policies  during  (he  Korean  and 
Vietnam  wars,  see  chapters  2—7. 
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to  manage  the  news  as  "blatant"  as  any  on  record. 
eveiT  major  aspect  of  the  war  ...  to  deceive  the  country."  -  But 
Stone  was  not  the  first  to  raise  the  issue.  As  early  as  June  1961,  in 
response  to  Presideiit  Kennedy's  announcement  that  he  was  directing 
the  Armed  Forces  to  put  greater  stress  on  the  conduct  of  "paramilitar}^ 
o])erations,"  TEB,  writing  in  the  Xew  Eepublic,  made  this 
observation : 

It  [paramilitary  warfare]  means  lyinj?  to  the  public.  When  our  agents  get 
caught  our  Government  disowns  them.  It  means  undercutting  democracy.  A  few 
men  launch  secret  operations  (that  might  mean  war)  and  the  voters  have  no  say 
and  no  knowledge.  *  *  *  Above  all,  these  "dirty"  operations  create  a  crisis  of 
credibility  :  they  make  the  word  of  the  U.S.  suspect.' 

How  unfold unate,  he  lamented,  that  this  momentous  amiouncement 
was  getting  so  little  critical  attention  from  Congress  and  the  press. 
Tlie  President's  proposal  "is  being  accepted  almost  without  debate.  We 
liaven't  heard  a  single  TV  or  radio  debate  on  it  or  seen  it  much  dis- 
cussed in  newspapers.''  ^ 

In  retrospect,  one  can  novr  see  that  paramilitary  warfare,  especially 
the  covert  kiu'l,  could  indeed  mean  "lying  to  the  public'* — if  that  was 
wliat  one  chose  to  call  it.  The  only  question  was  how  much  "lying"  of 
this  particular  kind  Congress  and  the  public  would  tolerate  in  the 
interest  of  national  security  before  the  executive  branch  had  exhausted 
all  public  trust. 

As  it  happened,  a  number  of  special  circumstances  in  Vietnam  put 
a  premium  on  secrecy  and  had  the  effect  of  causing  the  administration 
to  lose  public  confidence  more  rapidly  than  otherwise  it  might  have. 
For  one  thing,  accordiiig  to  reports,  the  administration  believed  that 
some  of  its  actions  in  Vietnam  were  in  violation  of  the  Geneva  accords 
of  1954,  and  felt  it  necessary  to  officially  deny  this  fact,  even  though 
it  was  fully  convinced  that  its  own  transgressions  were  morally  and 
politically  justified  by  earlier  Communist  ones.^  Further,  the  President 
had  committed  the  country  to  secret  participation  in  covert  operations 
against  Xortli  Vietnam  and  in  Laos,  publicity  for  which,  it  was 
thought,  could  have  explosive  results  in  Congress  and  abroad.^  Nor  was 
President  Kennedy,  having  gone  through  the  painful  Bay  of  Pigs  de- 
bacle early  in  his  administration,  and  now  increasingl}^  preoccupied 
with  the  further  problems  of  Cuba,  Central  Europe  and  the  Soviet 


-  stone.  I.  r.  "Will  Now  Ch.inces  for  Peace  Be  Another  Lost  Opportunity?''  T.  F.  Stone's 
Bi-weekly,  vol.  11,  Oct.  28,  100.3  :  6-8.  Acoordins:  to  Stone,  tlie  practice  of  hidiiigr  Indochina 
policy  "behind  a  thick  smokescreen  of  official  fabrication"  had  also  been  followed  by  the 
Truman  and  Eisenhower  administrations.  Indeed,  lie  was  inclined  to  trt>iierali/e  on  the 
proljU'iii  even  further:  "In  .30  years  experience  tlie  writ»>r  has  never  yet  known  the  State 
])fM>artmenf    to  cxixtse   the   true  situation   to  full   view."  Ibid.,  pi).  4.   0. 

•  TIJl'..  "Diuuly  Eh  V"  New  Hejiublic,  vol.  144,  .Tune  .^.  lOfil  :  2. 

*  Tbid.  In  lltnb.  tlie  strate^'v  and  tactics  of  couuteriiisunrency  became  tlie  "new  thinsr." 
in  WasluTifrton.  and  "everybody  who  wanted  to  be  somebody  *  *  *  scrambled  <ui  the  band 
wajroii."  Cooper,  Chester.  "The  Eost  Crusade."  New  York,  Dodd,  :Mead  &  Co..  1970,  p.  174. 

•'•  "'I'he  breakdown  of  communication  between  the  U.S.  missions  and  American  newsmen 
and  thus  the  American  public,  was  further  exacerbated  by  the  special  political  considera- 
tions  fliat  enveloped  our  oiierations  in   Vietnam  like  a   terminal  oxygen  tent. 

Eor  one  thine  the  T'.S.  decision  in  10r>1  to  intervene  massivelv  in  A'ietnam  amounted  to 
outriL'ht  abrogation  of  the  Geneva  A-rcMMiient  of  litni.  *  *  *  The  Kennedy  Jidminist  ration 
was  extreuM'ly  uneasy  about  this,  despite  the  fact  the  Communists  flairrahtly  violated  the 
airrei-iMiMit  v«-nrs  before  we  did,"  Meeklin.  .Tolin  "Mission  in  Torment  :  .\n  Ultimate  Account 
of  ihe  E.S.  lUde  in  Vietnam."  Harden  City.  N..T..  Poubledav  Si  Co..  100.''.,  p.  100.  Meeklin 
bi'cunie  jtnblic  affairs  (»fTleer  for  the  T'.S.  mission  in  IVTav  1002.  See  also  IlilsTiian.  Ivouer.  "To 
>fove  A  Nntion  ;  The  T'olitics  of  Foreign  Policv  in  the  Administration  of  .Tohn  F.  Kennedy." 
(J.ir.U.p  citv.  NY..  I>oiible.!Mv  »^-  Co..  1007, 'p.  4.".S  :  Salln;rer,  Pierre,  "With  Kennedy," 
(lard.-n  Citv.  NY..  Doubledav  &  Co..  1000,  pp.  .310   .320. 

"  "Enited  States  Vietnam  Helations  104. '"•1007."  Studv  prepared  bv  the  Department  of 
]u-{,'UHo.  Washln^'ton.  E.S.  Covernment  Printing  Office.  1071.  vol.  11.  pp.  12.3   226,  1.36-.3.37. 
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Union,  much  inclined  at  this  stage  "to  admit  the  existence  of  a  real  war 
in  Southeast  Asia."  ^ 

In  fact,  the  real  extent  of  U.S.  involvement  became  one  of  tlie  first 
points  of  controversy  in  the  war.  Much  controversy  raged  around  the 
([uestion  whether  U.S.  military  men  were  confining  their  activities  to 
an  "advisory-'  role  as  the  administration  claimed,  or  participating  in 
combat.  The,  problein  posed  for  the  administration  by  these  disputes, 
Chester  Cooper  suggests,  Avas  that  of  "reassuring  the  Vietnamese  Gov- 
ernment without  unduly  worrying  the  American  people."  The  outcome 
was  an  oflicial  elfort  to  conceal  burgeoning  U.S.  participation  in  the 
struggle  from  public  and  congressional  scrutiny,  an  ultimately  futile 
attempt  to  treat  a  large  and  growing  political  and  military  involve- 
ment as  a  sort  of  smallscale,  clandestine  operation.  The  attempt  only 
made  secrecy  itself  newsworthy.® 

The  candor  problem  was  not  made  any  easier  by  the  circumstance 
that  political  and  military  affairs  in  Vietnam  were  becoming  ex- 
tremely confused.  Roger  Hilsman  notes  that  "if  Ave  learned  nothing 
else — in  Vietnam — we  learned  that  in  guerrilla  warfare  it  is  not  easy 
to  know  v\diether  you  are  winninir  or  losincr.''  ^  Giy^^j;^  the  complexities, 
it  is  not  surprising  that  officials  lacked  a  thorough  grasp  of  all  aspects 
of  the  situation,  or  that  they  were  sometimes  overly  optimistic,  but 
reporters  on  the  scene  were  not  inclined  to  be  tolerant.  As  the  facts 
concerning  U.S.  involvement  began  to  sift  through  the  official  screen, 
the  press  assumed  a  more  active  and  hostile  attitude.  Mecklin  has 
traced  much  of  the  acerbity  in  government-press  relations  during  this 
period  to  a  tendency  on  the  part  of  some  journalists  to  translate  what 
was  really  only  official  ignorance  into  rank  dishonesty.  "The  root  of 
the  problem,"  "he  thought,  "was  the  fact  that  much  of  what  the  news- 
men took  to  be  lies  was  exactly  what  the  mission  generally  believed, 
and  was  reporting  to  Washington.  Events  were  to  prove  that  the  mis- 
sion itself  was  imaware  of  how  badly  the  war  Avas  going  *  *  *.^° 

Hostility  was  further  exacerbated  on  both  sides  by  the  circumstance 
that  by  mid-1963  the  "information  issue"  had  become  entangled  in 
deep-seated,  bitter  differences  over  policy,  and  especially  over  the  role 
and  fate  of  the  Vietnamese  leader.  President  Diem.  U.S.  mission  offi- 
cials tended  to  believe  that  Diem  was  the  indispensable  man;  press 
critics  had  become  convinced  that  the  war  could  not  be  won  with  Diem 
as  President  and  they  wanted  him  out.^^  As  a  result  every  statement 
from  the  American  mission  that  seemed  to  favor  the  Diem  govern- 
ment, and  there  were  few  that  did  not,  would  suggest  to  hostile  re- 


7  Salinger,  op.,  cit.,  pp.  320.  324. 

8  Cooper,  op.  cit.,  pp.  191-198  ;  Mecklin,  op.  cit.,  p.  110. 

9  HilsD^an,  op.  cit.,  p.  450. 

10  Mecklin,  op.  cit.,  p.  100  :  Salinger,  op.  cit..  p.  320.  Later  on,  under  President  Johnson. 
the  charge  that  American  officials  in  Washington  were  relying  too  much  on  unwarrentedly 
optimistic  reporting  from  Vietnam  would  become  a  common  complaint. 

li  For  one  influential  press  view  of  the  controversy,  see  Halherstam.  David.  "The  ^faking 
of  a  Quagmire."  New  York,  Random  House,  1964,  1965.  But  Salinger  takes  reporters  on  the 
scene  to  task  for  trying  to  shape  policy  rather  than  confining  themselves  to  reporting  the 
facts  :  "Whether  they  intended  it  or  not,  their  articles  reflected  the  bitter  hatred  they  had 
for  the  Diem  government  and  their  avowed  purpose  (stated  to  a  number  of  reporters  in 
Saigon)  to  bring  down  the  Diem  gomemment."  But  it  is  a  deep  question  of  reportorial  ethics 
whether  the  destruction  of  a  government  is  within  the  legitimate  framework  of  journalistic 
enterprise."  Salinger,  op.  cit.,  pp.  325-326  ;  Mecklin,  op.  cit.,  pp.  119-128. 
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porters  either  that  the  mission  was  lyino-  to  defend  the  "dictator"  or 
that  it  was  ignorant  of  the  ''true"  situation.  As  Stanley  Karnow  put  it. 
'•it  became  part  of  American  policy  to  camouflage  the  shortcomings  of 
the  Diem  oligarchy.^- 

In  this  respect,  at  least.  Diem's  overthrow  and  assassination  in 
August  1963,  with  its  implicit  promise  of  a  more  vigorous  and  success- 
ful prosecution  of  the  war,  removed  a  major  source  of  friction  Avith 
the  press.  A  change  of  American  Ambassadors  also  reduced  the  tem- 
perature. Meanwhile,  Congress,  with  the  exception  of  a  brief  investi- 
gation by  the  Moss  committee  in  the  House,  had  remained  on  the 
sidelines  and  there  had  been  no  executive-legislation  confrontation. 
Kennedy's  death  in  the  fall  diverted  the  attention  of  the  country  away 
from  the  tense  but  distant  Vietnam  situation,  and  the  new  President, 
his  snccessor,  Lyndon  Johnson,  inherited  a  quiescent  situation  on  the 
liomefront.  The"^  truce,  however,  was  temporary. 

President  Joiixsox,  Congress,  and  the  Press 

Lyndon  Johnson  would  seem  to  have  come  to  the  Presidency  well 
equipped  to  deal  with  problems  of  executive-legislative  relations.  For 
almost  30  years  he  had  been  a  member  of  Congress,  House  or  Senate. 
He  had  been  a  "Senate  man"  and  his  affection  for  that  body,  and  for 
many  of  its  members  individually.  Avas  strong."  It  is  true  that  on 
becoming  President  his  perspective  had  necessarily  to  undergo  a 
change,  but  it  vras  not  one  for  which  he  was  unprepared.  If  he  knew 
anything  well,  he  obsen-ed,  it  was  the  ways  of  Congress,  and  one  of 
those  "ways"  was  that  branch's  "natural  enmity"  for  the  Presidency.^'* 
The  result  was  something  of  an  ambivalent  attitude  toward  his  old 
colleagues,  but  certainly  no  diminution  in  his  desire  that  relations  with 
tliom  be  of  the  best.  One  motive  simply  reinforced  the  other:  Natural 
inclination  as  well  as  prudence  dictated  a  "congressional  emphasis" 
in  the  first  months  of  the  new  administration.^^ 

In  line  with  this  strateiry,  congressional  sensibilities  were  assidu- 
ously cultivated,  congressional  advice  regndarly  solicited.  In  the  early 
days,  Johnson  is  said  to  hnve  used  every  opj^ortunity — formal  and 
informal — to  maintain  his  old  influence  on  th.e  Hill.  The  payoff  came 
in  a  temporary  masteiT  over  Congress  that  the  historian  Eric  Gold- 
man has  called  "extraordinary  and  unprecedented."  '^^  In  the  ond^ 
however,  he  seems  to  have  overreached  himself,  and  the  mechanisms 
he  has  used  to  control  Congress  pricked  it  into  revolt.  One  such  mech- 
anism was  confidentiality,  applied  not  only  to  foreign  relations,  where 
it  was  sanctioned  to  a  degree  by  practice,  but  also  to  domestic  affairs.^^ 

i2Qiiotp(l  in  Mocklln.  op.  c\t..  pp.  90-100. 

J^Ooldnian,  Erie.  "The  Tragedy  of  Lyndon  Johnson."  Now  Yorlc.  Alfred  A.  Knopf.  1900, 
pp.  r,7-r„s. 

'*  "I've  wnfelied  the  Contrress  from  eitlier  the  inside  or  the  outside,  ninn  nnd  t>oy.  for 
more  tlinn  ~>()  yenrs."  he  is  supposed  to  hn\e  said,  "and  I've  never  seen  a  ronjjress  tliat 
didn't  evfntiially  take  the  measure  of  llie  President  it  was  dealing  with."  U)id..  250.  See 
niso  I'^vans.  Kowland.  and  Tto»)ert  Novak.  "TiVndon  Johnson  :  Tlio  Exercise  of  Power."  New 
York.  The  New  Amerienn  Lilirarv,  1900,  p.  .307. 

'Ml.id..  i.p.  .'{00   :U',1. 

'«  "For  much  of  100.").  C'ontrress  was  a  curious  shidv  of  conformity  after  decades  of  semi- 
n-hellion.  In  tiie  ancient  trlliunal.  wliere  Senators  in  the  caustic,  independent  mold  of 
Kot)ert  Tafl  and  Lyndon  Jolinson  liad  L'rapplcd  with  tlie  man  in  the  Wliit(>  House,  tliere  was 
n  mood  tliat  ap|>roacli«>d  slavish  timidity  and  ohedience  to  the  merest  presidential  sutr- 
^estloii.  Jolmson's  performance  was  mesmerizinj:  (\)nKress  and  the  country  watched  trans- 
fixed.    CJoldman.  op.  cit..  p.  r»,S. 

'"  For  Instances,  see  li)id.,  pp.  9-10,  209. 
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Public  (lisaoreomont.  the  President  believed,  tended  to  harden  posi- 
tions, to  make  coniproniis-e  more  difricidt.  To  facilitate  compromise, 
Government  alrairs  had  to  l)e  conducted  in  as  much  privacy  as  pos- 
sibles^ The  method  had  served  hini  well  as  majority  leader  in  the 
Senate,  where,  as  he  himself  put  it,  there  were  enou<.':h  men  "who 
knew  you  had  to  <rive  and  take  to  ^aet  a  job  done  and  the  best  Avay  to 
do  the  giving  and  taking  was  in  the  privacy  of  the  Senate  chambers, 
not  on  the  television  screens  or  the  front  pages."  ^^  ^p^^^  however, 
despite  his  concern  for  congressional  sensibilities,  the  insiders  were 
drawn  more  and  more  from  the  White  Hous-?  and  the  executive  de- 
partments, not  the  Senate,  and  many  of  his  former  colleagues  began 
to  find  themselves  excluded  from  the  inner  councils.-'^ 

This  a])proach  to  public  affairs  did  as  little  to  ingratiate  the  Presi- 
dent witii  the  press  as  with  his  former  associates  on  the  Hill,  and 
mutual  ill  will  was  not  slow  in  developing.  Goldman  and  others  sug- 
gest that  the  President  had  an  innate  distrust  of  the  media,  and  have 
accused  him  of  secretiveness  with  reporters  and  attempts  to  maneuver 
them  into  taking  vievrs  favorable  to  his  policies. -^  He  is  supposed  to 
have  ti-ied  especially  hard  to  discourage  speculation  in  regard  to  his 
intentions^  since  he  thought  this  would  needlessly  restrict  his  "options," 
particttlarly  in  foreign  affairs.^-  Presidential  attempts  to  manipulate 
the  press  were  not  nevv\  of  course,  but  many  felt  that  President  Jolin- 
son  was  "pushing  too  hard,"  with  results  the  very  opposite  of  those  in- 
tended. To  the  usual  tensions  between  press  and  Government,  which 
lead  to  disputes  even  in  the  best  of  times,  was  added  a  widespread 
sentiment  among  journalists  that  they  were  being  iised.^^ 

EXPAXDIXG   THE   WaR 

It  was  out  of  Johnson's  handling  of  American  involvement  in  the 
Vietnam  struggle  that  the  fiercest  attacks  on  the  President's  credibility 
woidd  grow.  Official  "optimism"  was  an  early  target  of  critical  doubts. 
By  and  large.  Government  spokesmen  from  the  Kennedy  administra- 
tion onward  were  inclined  to  take  the  view,  at  least  in  public,  that 
things  were  going  Avell — their  instincts  were  to  accentuate  the  positive. 
The  trouble  was,  as  Senator  Pell  expressed  it,  that  while  officials  kept 
telling  Congress  that  "with  a  little  more  force  and  a  little  more  effort 
the  war  could  be  won,  that  they  could  see  the  light  at  the  end  of  the 
road,"  the  end  of  the  road  never  seemed  to  get  any  nearer.-*  Rather,  the 
war  kept  getting  larger  and  more  violent,  U.S.  involvement  deeper  and 
more  costly.  Increasingly,  this  combination  of  official  optimism  and 
escalating  conflict  seemed  to  suggest  that  the  administration  had  lost 
control  of  the  situation  and  become  caught  up  in  an  unpredictable  flow 
of  events.  Either  that  or  it  knew  what  it  was  doing  but  not  squaring 
with  Congress  and  the  people.  This  last  the  administration  vehemently 
denied,  but  expansion  of  the  war  itself  could  not  be  gainsaid. 

i«Ibid.,  p.  170  ;  Evans  and  Novak,  op.  cit.,  p.  488. 
10  Ibid. 

20  Ibid.,  pp.  50-52. 

21  Goldman,  op.   cit.,   pp.   85,   118-122  ;  Evans  and  Novak,  op.  cit.,  pp.  410-416. 
-  Goldman,  on.  cit.,  p.  41.3. 

23  Evans  and  Novak,  op.  cit..  pp.  410-416. 

-*  U.S.  Congress.  Senate.  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations.  "Supplemental  Foreign  As- 
sistance Fiscal  Year  1966 — Vietnam."  Hearings.  80th  Cong.,  2d  sess.  on  S.  279.3.  Jan.  28, 
Feb.  4,  8,  10,  and  18,  1966.  Washington,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  1966,  p.  31. 
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Over  time,  executive  credibility  was  further  undermined  by  progres- 
sive revelations  that  behind  the  "overt"  or  public  war,  and  iji  some 
cases  preceding  it  in  phase,  lay  a  "covert"  war.  As  noted,  President 
Kennedy  in  April  1961  had  approved  a  program  of  covert  activities  in 
Xorth  and  South  Vietnam  and  Laos  that  incUided  intelligence,  coun- 
terintelligence, and  other  aspects  of  unconventional  warfare.-^  In  1964, 
under  President  Johnson,  the  several  aspects  of  these  activities  were 
brought  together  and  greatly  expanded  into  an  "elaborate"  12-month 
program  of  espionage  and  covert  military  operations,  which  included 
U-2  flights  over  Xorth  Vietnam;  South  Vietnamese  sabotage,  intelli- 
gence, and  psjThological  warfare  missions  inside  Xorth  Vietnam ;  and 
South  Vietnamese  conunando  raids  and  shore  bombardments  against 
the  Xorth  Vietnamese  coastline.  Covert  operations  were  to  become  a 
conventional  feature  of  the  counterinsurgency  struggle  in  Southeast 
Asia ;  later,  under  President  Xixon,  they  were  further  expanded  to  en- 
compass military  excursions  into  Cambodia  and  Laos,  and  the  officially 
"secret"  B-52  bombing  of  Cambodia.-^ 

The  "Credibtltty  Gap" 

As  under  President  Kennedy,  much  of  the  administration's  candor 
problem  could  be  traced  to  what  seem  to  have  been  irreducible  uncer- 
tainties in  the  situation.  If,  as  TRB  had  written,  paramilitary  war- 
fare meant  "lying  to  the  people,"  it  also  meant,  as  Secretary  Rusk. 
Senator  Fulbright,  and  many  others  on  both  sides  of  the  dispute  would 
testify,  considerable  ambiguity  and  confusion  of  mind.  "The  Com- 
munists," Secretary  Rusk  observed  at  a  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  hearing  in  1966,  "have  a  more  subtle  reason  for  favoring 
this  type  of  aggression.  It  creates  in  any  situation  a  sense  of  ambiguity 
that  they  can  exploit  to  their  own  advantage."  ^^  That  the  picture  was 
far  from  clear,  the  critics,  at  least  in  the  beginning,  were  quite  ready 
to  admit.  "It  is  very  difficult  to  deal  with,"  thought  Senator  Fulbright. 
"I  have  never  encountered  such  a  complex  situation.  It  is  not  clear  cut, 
like  Korea  or  like  the  Second  "World  War."  -® 

But  public  officials  seldom  enjoy  the  luxury  of  suspending  judg- 
ment. Under  the  pressure  of  events  at  home  and  abroad,  the  ambigui- 
ties seemed  to  resolve  themselves,  though  not  in  one  but  in  two  direc- 
tions, producing  loyalist  and  opposition  factions  on  the  war.  Looking 
at  the  picture  as  a  Avhole,  what  seems  to  have  developed  ,in  public  debate 
was  not  a  series  of  random  differences  over  particular  aspects  of  policy 
or  fact,  or  even  just  two  sets  of  opinion  on  the  war  policy  as  a  whole, 
but  two  radically  opposed  versions  of  reality.  Once  again,  as  under 
President  Kennedy,  dissent  from  the  Govei'un'ient  viewpoint  found  an 
initial  rallying  point  in  the  national  media.  Xow,  however,  the  cleavage 
was  nuich  d(H»per. 

I reiiceforlh,  Congress  and  the  public  at  large  would  fmd  themselves 
confronted  with  two  opposed  versions  of  the  war— one  pur\'eycd  by 
administration  si)okesnien,  the  other  by  newspaper  and  the  television 

»  "United   Stntes-VIetnam  Relations,  1945-07,"  op.  cit.,  vol.   11,   pp.   12;{  20. 
*"  Il)ld.,   vol.   '.i,  1—2. 

"  U.S.   roMKn'Hs.   Sonato.   rommittoe  on  Foreljrn   Relations.   "Supplemental   Foreign   As- 
BlstaiKc  Fiscal  \ear  11)00 — Vietnam,"  op.  cit,  p.  508. 
*•  Ibid.,  p.  44.  .      y         ,  I      y*  • 
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screen.  Seen  from  the  perspective  of  tliose  critical  of  tlie  administra- 
tion and  suspicious  of  its  motives,  this  split  was  identified  avS  early 
as  the  fall  of  1965  and  dubbed  the  "credibility  ofap."'  Characteristics  of 
the  gap,  according  to  Murrey  ^larder,  writing  in  tlie  Washington 
Post,  were  "creeping  signs  of  doubt  and  cynicism  about  administration 
pronouncements,"  and  "a  perceptible  growing  disquiet,  misgivings,  or 
skepticism  about  the  candor  or  validity  of  official  declarations."  -^ 
But  tlie  idea  of  a  credibility  gap  cut  both  ways.  To  those  who  found 
the  Government  case  more  convincing,  it  was  not  the  public  official 
but  the  news  media  that  lacked  credibility,  and  the  veracity  of  press 
reporting  on  the  war  soon  became  a  matter  of  national  debate. 

Still,  though  there  was  a  manifest  tendency  for  those  who  sup- 
ported the  war  to  support  Government  information  policies  as  well, 
«nd  conversely,  an  equally  manifest  tendency  for  those  who  o})posed 
the  w^ar  to  find  fault  on  the  information  issue,  the  breadth  of  the  dis- 
trust, cutting  straight  across  the  political  spectrum,  is  noteworthy. 
Congressional  leaders  as  far  apart  on  the  war  as  Representatives  Laird 
and  Ford  on  the  one  hand,  and  Senators  ^lorse  and  McGovern  on  the 
other,  had  at  least  one  point  in  common — they  did  not  trust  the  infor- 
mation being  put  out  by  the  administration.^^  Nor  was  suspicion 
limited  to  Congress  and  the  press.  Three  times  in  1967,  at  a  time  when 
general  support  for  the  administration's  war  policies  was  still  high, 
the  Gallup  poll  asked  whether  '^the  Johnson  administration  is  or  is  not 
telling  the  public  all  it  should  know  about  the  Vietnam  war."  Only  21 
to  24  percent  thought  it  was;  65  to  70  percent  thought  it  was  not."^^ 

A  further  indication  of  how  rapidly  public  and  congi^essional  tnist 
in  executive  discretion  was  beginning  to  crumble  came  in  the  public 
reaction  to  certain  disclosures  concerning  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency  in  1966  and  1967.  The  CIA  was  deeply  involved  in  the  covert 
war  in  Southeast  Asia,  but  this  was  only  the  most  recent  in  a  whole 
series  of  such  covert  involvements  around  the  globe  extending  back 
through  the  years  to  shortly  after  the  Agency's  establishment  in  1947. 
Occasional  public  references  to  these  activities  in  the  press  and  else- 
where had  produced  some  grumbling  but  no  profound  reaction.  Efforts 
in  Congress  to  alter  existing  oversight  arrangements  for  the  Agency 
had  been  frustrated.  Now  disclosures  that  a  police-training  program 
in  Vietnam  run  by  the  University  of  Michigan  had  been  used  as  a  cover 
operation  by  the  CIA,^-  and  that  from  the  early  1950's  the  Agency  had 
l)een  funneling  money  through  private  foundations  to  the  National 
Student  Association  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  it  in  its  international 
activities,  produced  a  wStorm  of  outrage  and  a  flood  of  charges,  exposes, 
and  confessions  concerning  Agency  activities.  These  involved  every- 
thing from  the  fomenting  of  strikes  against  Dr.  Cheddi  Jagen  in 
Guiana,  to  interfering  with  a  Japanese  television  appearance  of  *Ioan 


20  Marder.  Murrey.  "Greater  Skepticism  Meets  Administration  Declarations."  Wasbing- 
ton  Post,  Dec.  5,  1965  :  p.  21. 

•'"'Morse,  Wayne.  Remarks  In  the  Senate.  Congressional  Record,  vol.  111.  Apr.  26,  196,T  : 
8444  ;  "Laird  Scores  Johnson  on  War,  Says  Statements  Are  Evasive."  New  York  Times, 
May  1,  1966  :  7  ;  "Ford  Calls  It  Johnson's  War  Now."  Washington  Post,  June  18,  1966  :  8  ; 
McGovern,  George.  Remarks  in  the  Senate-  Congressional  Record,  vol.  113,  Apr.  25,  1967  : 
10611-10614. 
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32Hinkle,  Warren.  "MSU  :  The  University  on  the  Make."  Ramparts,  vol.  4.  Apr.  1966: 
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Max.  "University  Project  Cloaked  CIA  Role  in  Saigon,  1955-59"  :  New  York  Times,  Apr.  14, 
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Baez  33  Links  between  CIA  and  various  other  private  citizen's  groups 
were  disclosed  one  after  the  other  literally  by  the  hundreds.  A  long- 
standing, tacit  "conspiracv  of  silence"'  concerning  CIA  had  collapsed. 
Probably  the  chief  significance  of  this  controversy  at  the  tiine  lay 
less  in  the  immediate  matter  at  hand  than  in  the  sharp  knock  it  gave 
to  the  foundations  of  Government  credibility  at  a  time  when  those 
foundations  already  were  subject  to  major  cross-currents  of  stress 
from  other  domestic  and  international  conflicts.  Indeed,  the  very 
magnitude  of  the  reaction  was  itself  a  sign  of  how  far  the  Government's 
position  had  already  deteriorated.  Though  in  most  cases  not  directly 
related  to  the  Vietnam  war,  the  CIA  exposures  raised  new  and  disturb- 
ing questions  in  the  minds  of  many  a  Congressman,  Senator  and  inter- 
ested citizen  as  to  how  much  was  really  known  about  what  the  Govern- 
ment was  doing  and  why  it  was  doing  it  in  the  widening  struggle  in 
Southeast  Asia.  Like  the  earlier  Dominican  crisis  in  1965,  which  had 
raised  profound  doubts  among  some  congressional  leaders  concerning 
the  veracity  of  executive  officials,  including  especially  President  John- 
son himself,  these  CIA  revelations  reflected  back  on  the  situation  in 
Vietnam  and  made  the  administration's  case  a  little  less  easy  for  some 
to  believe  in.^^ 

Other  Sources  of  Coxtro^t:rst 

But  the  CIA  matter  was  only  one  issue  among  many  in  the  war 
to  raise  the  credibility  question.  What  becomes  evident  from  an  exami- 
nation of  general  trends  in  the  dispute  is  that  ''information"  issues  are 
not  readily  separable  from  "policy"  issues ;  each  in  a  complicated  way 
reflects  back  on  the  other.  Virtually  every  policy  question  in  the  Avar 
gave  rise  to  controversy  over  the  administration's  information  policies. 
At  stake  was  not  so  much  the  particulars  of  any  issue  as  two  different 
totalities  of  perception,  though  inevitably  differences — 'wliether  ex- 
pressed in  terms  of  "policy"  or  "information'' — tended  to  assume  the 
form  of  disputes  over  specific  facts  or  decisions. 

One  of  the  earliest  disputes  centered  on  the  nature  of  the  Saigon 
government  and  its  opposition,  the  Vietcong,  the  character  of  the 
struggle  l^etween  them,  and  thus  the  political  context  and  moral  mean- 
ing of  the  U.S.  intervention.  The  bombing  campaign  against  Xorth 
\'ietnam  was  also  an  early  source  of  much  dissatisfaction.  At  issue 
was  not  only  whetlier  the  bombing  was  or  was  not  militarily  effective, 
but  also  whether  it  was  being  kept  within  the  bounds  of  humanity. 
There  were  several  public  flareups  over  the  extent  of  civilian  c^usual- 
tie.s,  with  executive  figures  often  being  challenged.  A  sort  of  emotional 
liighpoint  in  this  dis})ute  was  reached  under  President  Nixon,  when  it 
was  widely  claimed  that  the  United  States  was  bombing  the  system  of 
(like^  in  N^orth  Vietnam's  Red  River  delta. 


^•Storn.  Sol.  "NSA  nnd  tlio  CIA."  Rninpnrts.  vol.  5.  Mnr.  1067:  20  aS  ;  Shoohnn.  Nell. 
"A  SttKlciit  (Jroiip  Concedes  It  Took  Funds  From  CIA."  New  York  Times,  Feb.  14.  1007: 
1.  7;  New  York  TiineH.  I'eh.  lil.  10(;7:  1  ;  Feb.  22,  1007:  1  :  Sbeehnn.  Neil.  "Foundations 
Linked  to  CIA  Are  Found  To  Subsidize  Four  Other  Youth  Organizations."  New  York  Times, 
Feb.   10.   1!t07  :  'JO. 

'^  S«'nator  Fulbri^bt  waR  President  Johnson's  chief  critic  concerninpr  his  handllnp:  of  the 
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ill,  Sei.t.  ir>.  lOOfj:  2.1855,  2:{85l>. 
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The  question  of  coordinatino^  bombinfj  policy  and  troop  deploy- 
ments with  Contrress — that  is,  of  keepino^  ■Con<rress  informed  of  major 
decisions  to  expand  or  redirect  the  bombin^r,  or  to  increase  TT.S.  troop 
strentrth  or  redefine  their  role — was  also  fi'ecpiently  raiscul.  In  July 
11)67,  for  instance.  Senator  Mansfield  is  found  complaining  in  the 
Senate  that  once  a<>ain  "tlie  harbin<>:ers  of  sii^nificant  decisions  have 
emero'ed  in  the  form  of  obscure  'official'  rumblings,  rumors,  and  revela- 
tions" concerning  more  "effective  and  extensive'"  use  of  airpower  and 
ground  forces.  ITe  w^arned  the  administration  against  a  further  v;iden- 
ing  of  the  war,  but  his  Avords  went  unheeded :  On  August  8  the  Presi- 
dent authorized  an  expanded  target  list  for  Noi'th  Vietnam,  perhaps 
in  response  to  congreSvSional  pressui'e  from  a  diffei-ent  direction.  The 
Preparedness  Subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee 
was  informed  of  the  decision  on  August  9  by  Admiral  Sharp  in  closed 
session.  The  first  strikes  under  the  new  policy  took  place  and  the 
decision  was  made  public  on  August  12.  None  of  the  information  given 
to  the  Preparedness  Subcommittee  seems  to  have  been  given  to  the 
Senate  ForeigTi  Relations  Committee  or  the  Kouse  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee,  nor,  on  the  evidence  available,  does  it  appear  that  the 
leadership  of  either  House  had  been  consulted  or  informed."^^ 

But  the  central  controversy  Avas  that  concerning  U.S.  intensions 
and  objectives  in  Vietnam — what  they  were,  whether  they  Avere  com- 
patible with  a  negotiated  settlement,  and  whether  the  administration 
Avas  being  forthright  with  Congress  on  these  matters.  In  the  1966  tele- 
vised hearings  on  Vietnam,  the  point  was  made  OATr  and  oA^er  again 
b}^  critics  of  the  administration  that  its  policies  Avere  not  clear,  that 
its  goals  were  not  clear,  that  the  means  that  Avould  be  required  to 
achieve  these  goals  were  not  clear.^^  That  the  differences  were  in  part 
conceptual  becomes  clear  Avhen  one  looks  at  the  dispute  betAveen  Gen- 
eral Taylor  and  Senator  Fulbright  OA^er  whether  the  United  States 
Avas  demanding  as  the  price  of  peace  a  "total  surrender"  of  the  North 
Vietnamese.^^  But  when  a  feAv  short  weeks  later  in  another  context, 
Senator  Fulbright,  referring  to  the  large  military  construction  pro- 
grams that  Avere  then  underAvay  in  Southeast  Asia,  charged  that  the 
administration's  "real  purpose"  in  Vietnam  Avas  "to  stay  indefinitely 
in  Asia,"  and  went  on  to  say  that  "it  would  help  matters  if  the  ad- 
ministration were  a  little  more  frank  in  its  discussion  of  intentions 
and  policies  in  this  area,"  the  issue  raised  Avas  not  one  of  concepts 
but  of  candor.^^  ■ 

Peace  Negotiatioxs  ' 

The  administration's  position  Avith  regard  to  a  negotiated  peace 
Avas  the  target  of  much  recrimination.  President  Johnson  has  written 
that  he  was  in  "virtually  continuous  contact  Avith  leaders  in  Hanoi 

»5  Mansfield,  Mike.  Remarks  in  the  Senate.  Confjressional  Record,  vol.  118.  July  11,  1967  • 
18369  ;  Smith,  Hedrick.  "Johnson  Orders  New  Target  List  in  A^ietnam  Raids."*  New  York 
Times,  Aug.  13,  1967  :  1,  Stennis.  John.  Remarks  in  the  Senate.  Congressional  Record 
Aug.  15,  1967  :  22637  ;  "U.S.  Again  Pounds  Hanoi  Rail  Links  Near  Chinese  Line."  New 
York  Times,  Aug.  15,  1967  :  1,  5. 

36  U.S.  Congress.  Senate.  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  "Supplemental  Foreign  As- 
sistance Fiscal  Year  1966 — Vietnam,"  op.  cit,  pp.  46,  50,  129-30,  136,  138,  486-487 

87  Ibid.,  p.  545. 

38  U.S.  Congress.  Senate.  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations.  "Nominations  of  Robert  R. 
Bowie  and  U.  Alexis  Johnson."  Hearings  Aug.  16,  and  23,  1966.  Washington,  U.S.  Govern- 
ment Printing  Office,  1966,  pp.  108-109. 
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or  their  representatives,*'  but  that  "only  a  handful  of  my  closest  ad- 
visors knew."  ^^  Perhaps  this  was  the  problem.  In  any  case,  the  critics 
l)e<ran  to  concentrate  on  this  issue.  Senator  Hartke  was  not  alone  in 
linkinof  the  administration's  loss  of  credibility  to  alleged  equivocations 
in  its  negotiating  position,  or  in  accusing  it  of  having  let  important 
negotiating  opportunities  slip  by.^°  A  major  controversy,  illustrative 
of  others,  was  generated  when  Harry  Ashmore.  an  official  of  the 
Center  for  the  Study  of  Democratic  Institutions,  publicly  accused 
President  eTohnson  of  having  ''eti'ectively  and  brutually  cancelled"  a 
secret  initiatiA'e  for  peace,  in  which  he,  Ashmore,  had  been  involved. 
Ashmore,  with  official  sanction,  had  written  a  conciliatory  letter  to 
Ho  Chi  Minh,  with  whom  he  had  had  previous  talks,  but  before 
Ashmore's  letter  could  arrive,  another  had  been  received  by  the  North 
Vietnamese  leader  from  President  Johnson,  which,  according  to  As 
more,  was  so  stringent  in  its  terms  as  to  make  peace  impossible 
The  White  House  denied  having  sabotaged  any  promising  oppor- 
tunity for  peace,  claiming  that  Ashmore 's  letter  had  been  a  mere 
peripheral  element  in  "a  far  more  active,  important  and  direct  official 
contact''  with  the  enemy  of  which  Ashmore  had  l>een  unaware.  Sen- 
ator Fulbright.  suggested,  however,  that  the  United  States  could  have 
had  peace  talks  had  it  been  Avilling  to  consider  ''anything  short  of 
surrender.''  *- 

ToxKix  Gulf 

By  late  1967,  suspicions  had  arisen  that  Congress  might  not  have 
been  given  the  full  story  on  the  critical  events  surrounding  the  Gulf 
of  Tonkin  action  in  1964.  The  growth  of  these  suspicions  paralleled, 
if  they  did  not  reflect,  growing  misgivings  concerning  the  use  to 
which  the  administration  was  putting  the  Southeast  Asia  Resolution, 
and  consequent  regret  on  the  part  of  some  members  that  in  1964  they 
had  given  that  resolution  their  support. ^^  To  a  considerable  degree, 
the  whole  credibility  conti'oversy  tended  for  a  time  to  concentrate  on 
these  related  issues,  and  the  result  was  a  direct  confrontation  l>etween 
Secretary  of  Defense  MacXamara  and  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Comuiittee  at  a  hearing  held  in  executive  session  in  February  1968. 

Three  matters  were  basic  to  the  dispute :  Had  the  two  alleged  1964 
attacks  on  U.S.  destroyers  in  the  Tonkin  Gulf  actually  taken  place? 
Had  they  been  provoked  by  actions  of  the  United  States  or  South 
Vietnam,  known  or  unknown  ?  Had  the  administration  revealed  all  of 
the  relevant  facts  to  Congress  at  the  time  of  the  incidents?  The  com- 
mittee wanted  to  know  what  had  actually  happened,  but  also  how 
much  Congress  had  known  or  been  told  at  the  time  about  what  was 
luippening. 

The  confrontation  was  contentious  from  the  beginning. '•^  Secretary 
MacXamara  strongly  defended  the  information  policies  of  the  ad- 

•■'<'  Johnson,  op.  cit..  p.  233. 

«"HHrtke.   Vance    "The  Anierican  Crisis  in  Vietnam."  New  Yorl<,  the  Bobbs  Merrill  Co 
Inc.,  l*,>r>s,  i)p.  r)4-G...  ' 

o  *V'^',"'"!i',!.'^''''"J*"'^;  "-^o'"'-^*^"  Accused  of  Move  Nepntinff  a  Peace  Feeler."  New  York  Times, 
oept.   IS,    l;M>7  :   1,  .{. 

*-SiiiiMi.    Iledrick.   "r.S.^  Denies  Char^'o  John.son   Negated   Peace  Initiative."  New   York 

'•■'CoimresKlonal  Record.  V()l.  113.  Sept.  20,  1907:  20090-20713 
t<wt/'i^    /.'""h'T^t,  ^•'""^''•..V'!"'"''*^**^'   '•"    I'^oreijrn    Helations.    ''The   Gulf  of  Tonkin,   the 
190  1    V,";''V;"^''v^m^''"'"il'i;o-*'^^''  ^""*'''   -^  ^''^''-  ^^'^-  20,   1908.  Washington,   U.S.  Govern- 
Uient   PriutiuK  Ofllce,   1908. 
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ministration  as  a  wliolo,  and  of  liis  own  Dofonso  Dopnrtniont  in  par- 
ticular. On  the  Tonkin  incidents,  lie  fonnd  no  reason  to  think  that  the 
cA'ents  in  question  had  occurred  any  diii'erently  from  what  was  be- 
lieved at  the  time,  or  that  Congress  had  not  been  fully  and  honestly 
informed  on  those  events.  The  charcre  that  the  administration  had 
intentionally  provoked  the  attacks  to  provide  itself  with  an  excuse 
for  retaliation  apiinst  Xorth  Vietnam  the  Secretary  characterized  as 
nothing  short  of  "monstrous."  ^^ 

The  critics  were  far  from  satisfied,  however.  The  tendency  to  ques- 
tion the  reality  of  the  second  attack  does  seem  to  have  diminished 
somewhat,  l)ut  Senator  Fulbright  raised  a  rather  different  point  in 
arguing  that  even  if  it  were  the  case  that  now,  with  the  benefit  of 
hindsight,  one  could  say  with  re-asonable  certainty  that  the  second 
attack  had  taken  place,  no  such  cei-tainty  existed  at  the  time.  The 
information  available  to  the  administration  during  the  crisis  period 
had  not  been  sufficiently  reliable  to  justify  making  the  momentous 
decisions  that  it  had  made  and  then  pushed  Congress  into  accepting — 
"a  decision  to  declare  war  on  another  country,  which  was  the  immediate 
outgrowth  of  this  particular  series  of  events."  Furthermore,  the  exist- 
ence of  this  uncertaint}^  had  not  been  made  known  to  Congress.  Had 
he  been  aware  that  there  were  serious  doubts  as  to  what  had  really 
happened,  he  would  never  have  "rushed  into  action"  at  the  behest 
of  the  administration,  but  instead  would  have  "had  enough  sense  to 
I'equire  a  complete  evaluation"  or  "at  least  to  raise  a  warning  sign." 
Xot  being  aware  of  these  doubts,  "I  went  on  the  floor  to  urge  passage 
of  the  resolution  *  *  *.  I  had  no  independent  evidence,  and  now  I 
think  I  did  a  great  disservice  to  the  Senate."  ^^ 

The  intent  of  the  hearing  supposedly  had  been  to  get  to  the 
bottom  of  the  dispute  over  what  actually  had  occurred  in  the  Tonkin 
Gulf  crisis,  but  there  was  never  a  meeting  of  minds  on  any  of  the 
central  questions,  and  afterward  the  controversy  continued  in  the  press 
and  on  television.  Over  the  weekend,  Senator  Fulbright  and  Assistant 
Secretary  of  State  William  Bundy  were  questioned  on  the  Tonkin 
issue  on  separate  television  interview  shows  and  then  asked  by  the 
Xew  York  Times  to  comment  on  one  another's  remarks.  Bundy  con- 
tinued the  administration's  defense  along  the  lines  laid  down  by  Sec- 
retan^  McXamara,  insisting  that  the  two  attacks  had  taken  place,  that 
they  were  unprovoked,  and  that  the  mission  of  the  ships  had  been 
"fully  disclosed"  to  Congress  during  the  debate  following  the  attacks. 
Wording  of  the  now  controversial  Southeast  Asia  Resolution  had 
been  worked  out  in  consultations  with  Members  of  Congress,  he 
added.*'  Senator  Fulbright,  on  the  other  hand,  was  equally  emphatic 

^'^Ibid..  p.  m.  Earlier,  in  committpe  hearinjrs  on  S.  Res.  151,  Senator  Fulbripht  had 
criticized  an  attempt  by  Under  vSecretary  of  State  Nicholas  Katzenbach  to  draw  a  parallel 
between  the  Tonkin  Gulf  incidents  and  Pearl  Harbor,  sayinc  of  the  latter  that  it  "was  so 
clear  that  it  wasn't  any  nnestion  about  the  correctness  of  the  declaration  of  Avar  as  a 
result  of  Pearl  Harbor."  U.S.  Consress.  Senate.  Committee  on  Foreijjn  Relations.  "U  S. 
Commitments  to  Foreien  Powers."  Hearincs.  90th  Con^..  1st  sess..  on  S.  Res.  IHI  Au£r  IB. 
17.  21.  2.S  :  Sept.  19.  1967.  Washington.  B.C.  U.S.  Government  Printincr  Office.  1907.  p.  Sf>. 
But  a  controversy  very  closely  paralleline:  that  surronndinjr  the  Tonkin  incidents  was  pro- 
voked by  Pearl  Harbor.  Some  critics  of  President  Roosevelt's  "internationalist"  foreifin 
policy  suggested  that  he  misrht  have  provoked  the  attack  on  that  installation — tricked  the 
Japanese  into  "firincr  the  first  shot" — in  order  to  pet  a  war  declaration  out  of  Congress 
and  public  support  for  an  open  struggle  against  fascism.    (See  chapter  1.) 

^oTbid..  pp.  79-80. 

*'  Grose.  Peter.  "Fulbright  Urges  Congress  Inquiry  Into  War  Policy."  New  York  Times. 
Feb.  26,  1968  :  1,  3. 
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in  continuing  to  deny  that,  the  visual  and  electronic  reconnaissance 
mission  of  the  ships  had  been  disclosed  to  Congress  and  that  the  resolu- 
tion had  been  the  product  of  consultations.  Later  he  conceded  that 
there  had  been  consultations  in  drafting  the  resolution  but  continued 
to  insist  that  Congress  had  not  been  informed  about  crucial  aspects  of 
the  missions  of  the  two  destroyers.  On  this  point,  he  was  seconded  by 
Senators  Morse  and  Gore.  Later,  the  State  Department  seemed  to 
retreat  someAvhat  from  Bundy's  claim  of  "full  disclosure,"  saying  onh^ 
that  Secretary  ]McXamara  had  briefed  ''at  least  some  Members  of  Con- 
gress'' on  sensitive  aspects  of  the  destroyer  missions.*^ 

The  Nixon  Adivitnistration 

Eichard  Nixon  came  to  the  Presidency  with  one  major  advantage 
not  held  by  his  inunediate  predecessor — the  war,  at  least  initially,  was 
not  liis  war  in  the  way  it  had  been  "Johnson's  war"  or  "McNamara's 
war"  in  tlie  eyes  of  those  critical  of  the  war  policy.  The  "Vietnamiza- 
tion"  xerogram  and  other  evidence  given  by  the  President  that  he 
appai-entl_\'  intended  to  bring  American  participation  in  the  struggle 
to  an  early  end  also  served  for  a  while  to  reduce  tlie  heat  of 
conti'oversy. 

But  the  administration  labored  under  handicaps  as  well.  A  major 
difficulty,  it  has  been  suggested,  was  the  inexperience  of  the  new  Presi- 
dent's top  staff  aids  Avitli  the  operations  of  Government  at  the  national 
level.  These  men — especially  H.K.  Haldeman  and  John  Erlichmann — 
not  only  seem  to  have  had  a  very  limited  awareness  of  the  prerogatives, 
habits,  and  sensibilities  of  Congress,  but  in  time  developed  a  sharply 
negative  attitude  toward  that  body,  viewing  it,  in  the  words  of  one 
observer,  not  as  a  partner  in  Government  but  as  "an  awkward  and 
obnoxious  obstacle,  a  hostile  foreign  power."  Assistants  to  other  Presi- 
dents have  held  similar  views,  but  the  new  Nixon  staff  was  unable  to 
make  its  suspicions  work  for  rather  than  against  it.*^  The  situation 
was  made  even  more  difficult  by  the  fact  that  President  Nixon  him- 
self seemed  to  take  little  "interest"  in  Congi-ess,  and  did  not  put  it 
"high  on  the  list  of  priorities  with  respect  to  foreign  policy."  ^°  In  his 
view,  the  President's  primai-y  responsibility  lay  in  the  exercise  of 
world  statesmanship,  and  like  his  predecessors  in  the  office,  he  believed 
that  in  this  matter  Congress  had  only  a  very  subordinate  role  to  play. 

As  a  result,  despite  the  several  years  of  congressional  criticism  to 
which  President  Johnson  had  been  subjected,  and  groAving  awareness 
that  all  was  not  well  between  Congress  and  the  Presidency,  President 
Nixon  se^'ins  to  have  done  nothing  to  alter  in  any  fundamental  way  the 
longstanding  relationship  that  pertained  between  Congress  and  Presi- 
dent concerning  conduct  of  the  war  and  other  diplomatic  and  military 
business.  The  columnists,  Evans  and  Novak,  record  that  in  public  the 
President  was  more  candid  on  the  war  than  President  Johnson  had 
ever  been,  and  that  he  won  "high  remarks"  from  Congress  for  his 
handlinir  of  congressional  relations  during  the  Jordanian  crisis  in  the 
fall  of  1070. •■^'  But  tlic  Jordan  c^vents  were  tlie  exception,  not  the  rule. 


«'"'Fiilhri<'lit  r-nllod   Wromr  on  Tonkin."  Now  York  Tinios    Voh.  27.  lOfiS:  0. 
*«'Kvnns.  Uowland.  niul  l{t)l)ort  D.  Novak.  "Nixon  in  tlio  Wliito  House:  The  Frustration  of 
Powrr  "  Now  York.  VInfnu'o  books,  1072,  pp.  4G,  51,  100,  378-370. 
»"Tbi«l.,  pp.  100-107.  110. 

»>  n)i(i.,  pp.  2(;.'->-20o,  300. 
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There  Avas  little  interchanf^e  between  Conofress  and  the  Executive  on 
any  other  of  the  President's  major  military  and  foreign  policy 
initiatives. 

There  seems,  for  instance,  to  have  been  no  real  consultations  to  speak 
of  concerning  the  Cambodian  incursion  in  April  1970,  which  had 
major  political  repercussions  at  home.  National  Security  Adviser 
Kenry  Kissinger  is  reported  to  have  briefed  Senators  on  the  general 
situation  in  Cambodia  shortly  before  the  incursion  took  place  and 
while  it  was  being  planned  but  failed  to  mention  the  plan  itself  at  any 
point  to  his  congressional  listeners.  At  the  urgino-  of  Secretary  Laird 
that  something  be  done  to  "sound  out"  Cai)itol  Hill,  Kissinger  briefed 
Senator  Stennis,  who  gave  his  "reluctant"  endoi'sement,  and  Senator 
John  AVilliams,  Avho  stood  opposed.  On  the  other  hand.  Senator  Robert 
Griffin,  a  leading  Republican,  was  reportedly  shocked  to  learn  of  the 
proposed  attack  a  short  time  before  it  actually  took  place  and  from  a 
newsman  rather  than  the  administration.'"'^ 

The  President  announced  his  intention  to  mine  Plaiphong  Harbor 
to  congressional  leaders  only  1  hour  before  the  announcement  to  the 
Nation.  He  summoned  the  leaders  to  a  White  House  meeting  that  he 
opened  by  saying  "Let  me  come  directly  to  the  point  and  tell  you  of  a 
decision  I  have  had  to  make."  He  described  the  decision  and  asked 
the  assembled  legislators  for  their  support.  "There  was  no  response — 
either  positive  or  negative."  ^^  according  to  the  Kalbs'  account. 

The  intensive  bombing  campaign  in  Cambodia  that  began  in  March 
1969  was  carried  out  under  elaborate  secrecy  precautions,  and  the 
South  Vietnamese  incursion  into  Laos  was  masked  by  an  intensive 
news  blackout.  The  latter  operation  led  to  much  recrimination  on  both 
sides,  the  press  accusing  officials  of  excessive  secrecy  and  attempts  at 
press  control,  the  administration  charging  the  press  with  biased 
reporting.^* 

The  administration's  major  diplomatic  initiatives — SALT  and  the 
strengthening  of  the  United  States-Soviet  detente,  the  opening  to 
Communist  China,  and  negotiations  on  the  war — all  were  carried  out 
in  strictest  secrecy.  This  was  accomplished  in  part  by  a  further  central- 
ization of  executive  decisionmaking  and  execution  in  a  reorganized 
National  Security  Council  (NSC)  mechanism  controlled  by  National 
Security  Adviser  Henry  Kissinger.  The  State  Department  itself  is 
said  to  have  been  excluded  from  every  significant  diplomatic  develop- 
ment during  President  Nixon's  first  term.  In  part  this  arrangement 
seems  to  have  reflected  the  President's  distrust  of  the  State  Depart- 
ment bureaucracy,  but  centralization  was  also  an  important  means  of 
restricting  the  flow  of  information  to  outside  ears.  President  Nixon 
wanted  a  "leaner,  leakproof  NSC."  ^^  As  Senator  Fulbright  com- 
plained, this  kind  of  concentration  had  taken  "very  important  matters 
out  of  the  hands  of  the  traditional  agencies,  most  of  which  felt  a  re- 
sponsibility to  Congress,"  putting  it  instead  in  the  hands  of  a  Presi- 
dential adviser  who,  under  the  doctrine  of  executive  privilege,  could 
not  be  held  directly  accountable  to  Congress  for  information  and 
testimony.^^ 

52  Kalb,  Marvin,  and  Bernard  Kalb.  "Kissinger."Boston,  Little,  Brown  &  Co     1974    nn 
157-162.  '  ^  *  ■ 

53  Ibid.,  pp.  304-305. 

5*  Evans  and  Novak,  op.  cit.,  pp.  386-387. 

65  Ibid.,  pp.  92,  97,  239,  240-441  ;  Kalb  and  Kalb,  op.  cit.,  424-425. 

6«  Kalb  and  Kalb,  op.  cit.,  pp.  79,  91,  95. 
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Pluggixg  Leaks 

Yet.  despite  these  precautions,  major  spills  of  sensitive  information 
did  occur,  some  of  it  apparently  from  the  XSC  itself.  In  May  1969, 
for  instance,  the  Xew  York  Times  reported  on  the  secret  bombing  cam- 
paign that  was  being  waged  in  Cambodia.^"  In  December  1971,  Jack 
Anderson  published  minutes  of  a  White  House  meeting  at  which  U.S. 
policy  on  the  Indo-Pakistani  war  had  been  discussed. ^^  In  June  1971, 
the  Xew  York  Times  began  publishing  the  "Pentagon  Papers.''  ^^ 
Shortly  thereafter,  the  Xew  York  Times  also  published  details  of 
the  United  States-Soviet  negotiating  positions  at  SALT,  which,  ac- 
cording to  the  administration,  seriously  jeopardized  the  success  of 
those  discussions. ^° 

Following  the  Times  disclosure  of  the  bombing  in  Cambodia,  a 
series  of  wiretaps  were  instituted  on  XSC  staff  members  and  some 
reporters.  After  the  leak  to  Anderson  concerning  the  Indo-Pakistani 
war,  Kissinger  further  tiglitened  u]:>  the  operations  of  his  vehicle  for 
crisis  management,  the  Washington  Special  Action  Group — ''fewer 
officials,  tighter  security  and  discipline,  less  chance  for  leaks."  ^^  The 
leak  of  the  "Pentagon  Papers"  provoked  establishment  of  the  "plumb- 
ers" operation,  a  special  group  set  up  in  the  White  House  with  respon- 
sibility for  plugging  security  breaches. 

Attempts  by  the  Xew  York  Times  and  other  newspapers  to  publish 
the  "Pentagon  Papers"  resulted  in  a  major  clash  between  the  execu- 
tive brancli  and  the  press,  which  ultimately  was  resolved  in  favor  of 
tlie  latter  by  the  Supreme  Court.^^  The  administration  claimed  that 
publication  of  the  documents  would  jeopardize  national  security,  but 
seems  in  reality  to  have  been  more  concerned  with  the  question  of 
])recedent,  and  with  identifying  and  punishing  those  responsible  for 
the  leak  itself,  this  being  a  time  when  secret  negotiations — with  China, 
witli  the  Soviet  Union  on  SALT,  and  with  Xorth  Vietnam  on  ending 
tlie  wai- — wei-e  all  in  progress.^''^  The  "Papers"  seem  to  have  contained 
very  little  information  not  already  known  to  tlie  public,  though  they 
did  pro\ide  new  documentation. 

The  Xatioxal  Co:\r:NriTMEXTS  Resoia'ttox 

^fany  of  these  activities — the  wire  taps,  operations  of  the  "plumb- 
ers*' unit,  the  special  security  arranrrements  for  the  Cambodian  bomb- 
ing, together  with  the  whole  question  of  "executive  ])rivilege,'' — later 
became  entanaled  in  the  AV;itergate  controversy,  which  was  to  result 
in  th(«  1^-esident's  ivsignatioii.  T^ut  at  this  ]>oinf  the  issues  became 
largely  domestic  in  charactei-,  and  thns  lie  b(\vond  the  scope  of  this 
studv.  The  forced  lesignation  of  the  President  under  threat  of  im- 
])eaclinient  /.v  iclevant,  howevei-,  as  an  exei'cise  of  the  ultimate  legis- 

■•■  r.<('(lHT.  Willinin.  "Unids  in  rniiihodin  bv  T'nitod  States  T'ni)rot(>sttMl."  Now  York 
TiiiH-s.   Miiy  0.  lOnO  :  1.  7. 

•''VNiidorsnn.   Jjwk.   'Tnltcd    S(a(os.   Soviet  Vosscds  in  r?av  of  ncMiunl."  Wasliiiijrton   T'osf, 

!)<'«•.  14.  i(t7i  :  inn. 

•''»  Sliciduui.  Neil  "Vietnam  Arrliivo  :  Pontncron  Stndv  Trnfos  H  Dorados  of  Orowinjr  T^S. 
Involvoniont."  Vow  York  Tiiiios.  .Tnno  1.",.  1!)71  :  1.  :\'>   40.   (Tliis  was  flio  first  in  tlio  sorios.) 

""  nr".rlior.  Williain.  "T'nitod  States  T'r;,'es  Soviet  to  Join  in  a  Missile  Moralorinin."  Xew 
York  'fillies.  .Tiilv  2:'..  i;t71  :  1.  4. 

"'  Kalh  and  Kail.,  on.  eit..  T>t).  'JSH   2S7. 

"■  rn:'ar.   Saiiford.   '"I'l<<'  T'aper<  and   tlio  Tapers."  Xew  York.  V..  V.  DuUon,   1072. 

"•■'  Kalb  and  Kali),  op.  eit..  p.  242. 
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lative  sanction  a^rainst  the  abuse  of  executive  power,  and  thus  was 
one  further  manifestation  of  a  process  that  liad  accpiired  moinentuni 
with  the  controversy  over  tlie  war — the  resuroence  of  (\)n<>ress  as  a 
force  in  the  makintr  of  foreign  policy.  A  major  result  of  executive- 
legislative  differences  over  the  war  was  to  awaken  many  in  Congress 
to  the  institutional  problems  that  often  complicate  the  conduct  of 
U.S.  diplomac3\  As  Senator  Fulbright  said  in  late  1967: 

I  am  deeply  concerned  with  the  constitutional  question.  The  fact  that  the 
war  in  Aletnam  is  related  to  the  constitutional  problem  does  not  mean  that 
the  latter  is  merely  a  facade  for  pressing  opposition  to  the  war.  It  means  (mly 
that  this  war,  which  I  oppose  so  deeply,  and  events  connected  with  it,  sucli  as 
the  adoption  of  the  Gulf  of  Tonkin  resolution  in  1964.  and  other  events  such 
as  the  Dominican  intervention  of  lOOn,  have  aroused  in  me  an  awareness  of 
institutional  problems  that  I  probably  should  have  had  before,  but  in  fact 
did  not.** 

One  early  expression  of  this  new  assertive  force  was  the  introduction 
of  the  "national  commitments''  resolution  in  1967.  It  Avas  the  intent 
of  this  resolution  to  confine  U.S.  national  commitments  to  those  under- 
takings "carrying  in  one  form  or  another  the  endorsement  of  Con- 
gress." In  Senator  Fulbright's  words,  the  resolution  Avould  establish 
a  congressional  presence  in  policymaking,  allowing  Congress  "to  par- 
ticipate in  a  more  meaningful  way  and  not  ahvays  be  brought  in  as 
a  result  of  emerging  action  to  endorse  whatever  the  executive  wishes 
to  do."  65 

Hearings  were  first  held  on  this  proposal  in  August  and  Sep- 
tember 1967.  The  resulting  debate  concerned  broadly  the  consti- 
tutional powers  of  Congress  in  foreign  policymaking,  but  that  infor- 
mation was  in  some  respect  a  key  to  the  Avhole  problem  as  recog- 
nized early  in  Senator  Percy's  proposal  that  the  resolution  be  amended 
to  require  that  the  President  "on  an  annual  basis,  itemize  for  the 
Congress — or  at  least  for  the  Senate — our  national  commitments  as 
he  sees  them,  detailing  the  nature  of  each  commitment,  its  limitations, 
and  the  justification  for  it  in  terms  of  the  national  interest.*'  ^'^ 
But  whatever  the  real  value  of  Senator  Percy's  specific  proposal — 
Senator  Hickenlooper  suggested  that  serious  diplomatic  penalties 
might  be  exacted  for  any  such  public  itemization  of  U.S.  commit- 
ments ^" — it  was  generally  felt  on  the  committee  that  while  it  was 
indeed  true  that  information  Avas  a  key  to  the  problem,  an  annual  report 
of  the  kind  suggested  by  Senator  Percy  scarcely  would  be  sufficient 
in  itself  to  set  things  right.  What  vras  needed  was  not  more  summaries, 
charts,  or  statistics,  but  something  more  active  and  timely,  contem- 
poraneous with  action  and  attendcnt  upon  it,  a  two-way  process — in  a 
word,  consnltations. 

Other  Coxgressioxal  Efforts 

The  Xational  Commitments  Resolution  was  but  one  piece  of  evidence 
among  many  of  a  congressional  reawakening,  and  despite  a  lack  of 

6*  U.S.  Congress.  Senate.  Committee  on  P^oreign  Relations.  "U.S.  Commitments  to  Foreign 
Powers,"  op.  cit,  p.  1  ;  See  also  Javits,  Jacob  K.  "The  Congressional  Presence  in  Foreign 
Relations."  Foreign  Affairs,  vol.  48,  Jan.  1970  :  227,  229. 

65  U.S.  Congress.  Senate.  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations.  "Commitments  to  Foreign 
Powers."  op.  cit..  pp.  1,  88. 

6«Ibid.,   pp.   112-114. 

6"  Ibid.,  pp.  117-118. 
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sympathy  from  oxeciitivo  quarters,  and  indeed  in  the  face  of  active 
opposition,  the  movement  to  assert  a  more  active  legislative  role  in 
the  formulation  of  forei^  policy,  and  the  closely  related  effort  to  open 
up  the  processes  of  executive  decisionmaking  to  outside  scrutiny  and 
congi-essional  participation,  proceeded  apace.  Other  enactments  of 
relevance  to  the  information  issue  may  be  mentioned — the  Freedom  of 
Information  Act,  the  Legislative  Reorganization  Act,  the  Case  Act, 
the  AVar  Powers  Resolution,  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impound- 
ment Control  Act,  and  much  else — but  the  significance  of  all  this  ac- 
tivity would  seem  to  lie  less  in  the  detail  than  in  the  general  trend  it 
manifests. 

In  a  sense.  Avith  this  diverse  bloc  of  legislative  enactments,  and 
even  more  with  the  spirit  that  lies  behind  them,  this  historical  study 
comes  full  circle.  It  began  with  the  accretion  of  executive  power  under 
President  Roosevelt  in  the  late  1930*s  and  the  war  years  in  the  face  of 
opposition  from  congressional  isolationists.  It  ends  with  these  several 
moves  toward  restricting  that  accrued  power  and  reasserting  a  con- 
gressional prerogative.  The  concern  with  and  the  demand  for  fuller 
congressional  information  in  foreign  affairs  is  integral  to  this  process, 
as  the  control  and  manipulation  of  information  has  been  integral  to 
executive  power  and  discretion.  Whether  the  reforms  undertaken  will 
result  in  real  improvements  in  the  quantity  and  qualit}^  of  information 
available  to  Congress,  and  more  importantl}',  whether  they  will  enable 
Congress  to  play  larger  and  more  responsible  role  in  policymaking,  is 
the  unanswered  question.  An  analysis  of  this  historical  record  should 
throw  some  light  on  that  important  subject. 


Part  II 
INFORMATION  POLITICS:  AN  ANALYSIS 


Chapter  VI 
EXECUTIVE  POWER 


The  Constitutional  Setting 

"If  men  Avere  angels,"  observed  the  authors  of  the  Federalist  Papers 
in  1788,  "no  government  would  be  necessar}- ,"  while  "if  angels  were  to 
govern  men,  neither  external  nor  internal  controls  on  government 
would  be  necessary."  ^  Since  neither  the  one  condition  nor  the  other 
was  likely  to  obtain,  however,  the  Constitutional  Convention  was  con- 
fronted with  the  task  of  framing  a  government  "to  be  administered 
by  men  over  men,"  and  in  that  undertaking,  Publius  further  notes, 
"the  great  difficulty  lies  in  this :  you  must  first  enable  the  government 
to  control  the  governed;  and  in  the  next  place  oblige  it  to  control  it- 
self." The  unwelcome  alternatives  are  anarchy  or  absolutism.  AVitliout 
sufficient  powers,  unified  government  will  disintegrate ;  without  com- 
iiiensurate  checks,  the  "encroaching  spirit  of  power"  will  bring  about 
that  "gradual  concentration  of  the  several  powers  [executive,  legisla- 
tive, and  judicial]  in  the  same  depai-tment,"  tlie  occurrence  of  Avhich 
"may  justly  be  pronounced  the  very  definition  of  tyranny. 

The  answers  that  the  Founding  Fathers  were  to  give  to  this  republi- 
can conundrum  are  familiar  to  every  student  of  American  institutions, 
and  it  is  useful  to  recall  them  here  only  because  they  happen  to  be  im- 
l)ortant  to  an  understanding  of  the  congressional  information  problem, 
and  yet  are  usually  overlooked  when  that  problem  comes  under  discus- 
sion. One  reason  for  this  neglect  seems  to  lie  in  the  widespread  assump- 
tion that  information  problems  in  general  and  the  congressional  in- 
formation problem  in  particular  are  largely  a  matter  of  logistics.  Since 
Congress  lacks  information,  the  task  of  reform  is  the  technologically 
intriguing  but  conceptually  simple  one  of  supplying  it;  that  is,  of 
devising  mechanisms  to  transport  a  certain  quantity  of  facts  and  analy- 
sis from  sources  outside  the  congressional  domain  to  some  convenient 
location  inside  it  where  it  can  be  consumed  as  needed  by  presumably 
knowledge-hungry  legislators.  The  argument  here  is  that  while  this 
logistical  viewpoint  may  have  value  for  some  purposes,  a  fuller  under- 
standing of  the  congressional  information  issue  must  begin  and  end 
with  an  awareness  of  that  dynamic,  tension-inducing  balancing  of  the 
demands  of  efficiency  and  freedom  that  lies  at  the  core  of  the  American 
constitutional  system,  and  which  depends  for  its  functioning  on  an  in- 
stitutionalized confrontation  of  executive  and  legislative  power  that, 

1  Alexander  Hamilton,  John  Jay,  and  James  Madison.  "The  Federalist :  A  Commentary 
on  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States."  Edited  and  introduced  by  Edward  Mead  Earle, 
New  York,  the  Modern  Library.  These  and  the  following  quotes  are  from  papers  47-51, 
pp.   312-340. 
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in  the  words  of  Professor  Corwin,  not  only  invites  the  two  branches  to 
contest  for  supremacy  but  makes  that  struggle  all  but  inevitable. 

How,  then,  were  liberty  and  efficiency  to  be  reconciled  ?  Having  pro- 
vided the  new  Government  with  the  energi'  necessary  to  command  obe- 
dience from  a  continental  nation,  where  was  the  Convention  to  look  to 
find  the  checks  to  confine  that  ener^n'  within  just  bounds?  The  first 
step  was  to  divide  the  powers  of  government  among  three  great  depart- 
ments corresponding  to  the  executive,  legislative,  and  judicial  func- 
tions of  sovereignty:  the  next,  to  devise  some  means  to  prevent  these 
several  powers  from  being  reunited  in  a  single  hand.  The  Federalist 
informs  the  reader  that  in  searching  for  a  solution  to  this  latter  aspect 
of  the  problem,  the  Convention  examined  a  variety  of  expedients  but 
found  each  of  them  wanting.  "Parchment  barriers,''  for  instance,  were 
determined  to  be  woefully  deficient  for  the  purpose,  as  were  "periodic 
appeals  to  the  people."  Arranging  the  departments  so  that  the  members 
of  each  "should  have  as  little  agency  as  possible  in  the  appointment  of 
members  of  the  others,''  and  depend  as  little  as  possible  "on  those  of 
the  others,  for  the  emoluments  annexed  to  their  offices,"  were  con- 
sidered to  be  useful  safeguards,  but  these,  too,  were  thought  to  provide 
less  than  the  necessary  protection.  Safety,  it  was  decided,  the  one 
"great  security"  in  this  matter,  could  lie  only  in  this : 

*  *  *  in  giving  to  those  who  administer  each  department  the  necessary  con- 
stitutional means  and  personal  motives  to  resist  encroachments  of  the 
otliers.  *  *  *  Ambition  must  be  made  to  counteract  ambition.  The  interest  of 
the  man  must  be  connected  with  the  constitutional  rights  of  the  place.  It  may  be 
a  reflection  on  human  nature  that  such  devices  should  be  necessary  to  control 
the  abuses  of  government.  But  what  is  government  itself,  but  the  greatest  of  all 
reflections  on  human  nature?  *  *  *  This  policy  of  supplying,  by  opposite  and 
rival  interests,  the  defects  of  better  motives,  might  be  traced  through  the  whole 
system  of  human  affairs,  private  as  well  as  public. 

One  can  easily  make  too  much  of  this  argument,  so  that  it  seems 
more  cynical  than  it  was  meant  to  be.  The  framers  were  not  unaware 
of  the  possibility  and  value  of  cooperation ;  on  the  contrary,  the  con- 
stitutional system  assumes  it.  Xow  were  they  oblivious  to  the  need  for 
"rules  of  the  game";  the  Constitution  itself  is  composed  of  such.  But 
these  alone  are  not  to  be  relied  upon  to  sustain  a  government  at  once 
effective  and  libertarian.  The  indispensable  safeguard  in  this  Govern- 
ment made  to  be  administered  by  men  oA^r  men  is  competition  between 
the  separate  branches.  This  competition  is,  in  the  nature  of  the  case, 
polffical — that  is,  it  is  a  proceeding  whose  outcomes  are  determined  not 
by  fixed  rules  of  procedure  and  authority,  as  is  the  case  with  admin- 
istrative organs,  but  rather  by  the  dynamics  of  power  and  influence  as 
it  develops  in  the  relations  between  two  formally  equal  and  independ- 
ent iKxlies.  Behind  the  elegant,  18th-century  geometiT  of  separated 
])owei*s  and  checks  and  balances  lies  a  tough-minded  realism :  The  one 
'•great  security"  against  "the  encroaching  spirit  of  power"  is  counter- 
vailing power. 

Seen  in  this  context,  information  exchange  l)otween  the  executive 
branch  and  Congress  is  !i  vital  but  still  subsidiary  element  in  {\\o  more 
coinprchcnsive  process  of  executive-legislative  decisionmaking.  Inso- 
far as  that  ])rocess  is  poVit'tcal  in  character,  infonnation  issues  tend  to 
by  so  as  well ;  that  is,  they  shape  and  are  shaped  by  the  ongoing  execu- 
tive-legislative  struggle  for  control  over  policyniaking.  Once  this  is 
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undorstood,  much  in  postwar  cxeciitiA^e-leoislativo  bcliavior  tliat  ini- 
tially seems  inexplicable  or  attributable  only  to  ephemeral  and  fortui- 
tous events,  concerning  such  diverse  mattei-s  as  security  (classification, 
secret  diplomac}',  executive  privilege,  consultations,  and  the  like,  is 
clarified. 

Contrary  to  a  common  assumption,  the  congressional  information 
problem  did  not  begin  with  the  war  in  Southeast  Asia.  The  practice 
among  executive  officials  of  manipulating  foreign  policy  information 
for  the  purpose  of  gaining  leverage  vis-a-vis  Congress  in  making  pol- 
icy decisions  can  be  traced  back  over  more  than  three  decades,  through 
the  administrations  of  six  Presidents  and  twice  that  many  Secretaries 
of  State,  to  the  beginnings  of  the  Second  World  War  and  beyond.  Yet^ 
given  the  character  of  American  institutions,  tliere  is  nothing  astonish- 
ing about  this.  For  more  than  30  years,  in  the  eyes  of  the  American 
public,  the  President  has  borne  the  major  share  of  the  burden  of  re- 
sponsibility for  American  success  and  failure  abroad.  To  get  results 
he  has  often  needed  the  backing  of  Congress  for  his  decisions  while 
the  formal  powers  for  mustering  that  support  have  been  scant.  In  this 
situation,  politics  has  had  to  serve  as  substitute  for  the  more  certain 
powers  of  command. 

In  the  course  of  this  long  struggle,  administration  officials  have- 
seldom  thought  of  themselves  as  intrinsically  the  stronger  party.  On 
the  contrary,  from  the  lower  end  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  Congress 
looms  as  a  most  formidable  adversary.  Avhich  sometimes  seems  to  have 
no  other  purpose  in  life  than  to  complicate  problems  and  set  vexatious 
limits  to  what  may  be  accomplished.  It  is  not  surprising,  therefore, 
that  the  manipulation  of  information  came  to  be  valued  by  these  of- 
ficials as  an  important  weapon  of  defense  and  attack,  as  a  necessary 
strategy  to  maintain  executive  control  over  policy  in  the  face  of  stiif 
challenges  from — as  they  saw  it — an  often  unsympathetic  and  un- 
ruly legislature.  Xor  did  this  practice — heroic  or  nefarious,  depending- 
on  your  point  of  view — begin  with  the  Second  AVorld  War.  "There 
can  be  *  *  *  nothing  like  confidential  and  thorough  coopera- 
tion*' between  the  two  branches,  observed  WoodroAv  Wilson  long- 
before  his  defeat  over  the  League  of  Nations.  "The  departments  may 
be  excused  for  that  attitude  of  hostility  which  they  sometimes  assume 
toward  Congress,  because  it  is  quite  human  for  the  servant  to  fear 
and  deceive  the  master  vjJioTn  he  does  not  regard  as  his  fmend^  hut 
msfects  of  being  a  distrustfid  spy  of  his  movem^nts.'^ 

The  Unanswered  Question 

The  manipulation  of  policy  information  by  executive  officials  for 
policymaking  advantages  is  not,  then,  an  aherrent  but  a  nor-mal  fash- 
ion of  proceeding  under  the  system  of  separated  powers,  and  at  this 
point  the  only  question  still  worth  asking  is  not  why  the  executive 
branch  has  used  the  information  it  possesses  to  its  own  ends,  but  rather 
why  it  has  been  so  generally  successful  in  this  enterprise,  with  the  con- 
sequence that  Congress  so  often  has  been  deprived  of  the  wherewithal! 
to  play  a  more  active  role  in  the  policy  process  ?  The  Federalist  authors 

2  Wilson,  Woodrow.  "Congressional  Gorernment."  Boston,  Houghton  Mifflin  Co.,  1896^,. 
12th  ed,  p.  278.  Emphasis  added. 
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argued  that  the  concentration  of  all  powers  in  the  same  hands  "may 
justly  be  pronounced  the  very  definition  of  tyranny."  Ironically,  the 
inain  danger,  they  warned,  lay  with  legislative  usurpations.  What  role 
has  infonnation  played  in  enabling  the  President  to  stand  this  warning 
on  its  head  by  overriding  the  system  of  checks  and  balances  to  the  point 
of  establishing  a  sort  of  postwar  executive  "tyranny"  in  foreign  af- 
f ail's?  The  purpose  of  this  analysis  is  to  fmcl  some  answers  to  this 
question. 

To  be  examined  are  (a)  certain  special  characteristics  of  foreign  re- 
lations that  have  had  the  effect  of  constricting  communication  between 
the  branches  and  thus  strengthening  the  executive  hand  in  foreign 
policymaking;  (h)  certain  special  characteristics  of  modern  executive 
power  that  have  had  the  same  effect;  and  (c)  certain  aspects  of  the 
congressional  approach  to  foreign  policymaking  that  have  tended  to 
reduce  the  congressional  capacity  for  self-defense  and  counterattack. 

The  Language  of  Diplomacy 

xVny  attempt  to  understand  the  congressional  information  problem 
in  foreign  afl'airs  must  come  to  terms  with  certain  special  character- 
istics of  diplomatic  language  and  communication.  To  put  it  briefly, 
diplomatic  language  is  an  "interested"  language ;  that  is,  its  function 
is  not  at  all  to  convey  the  "truth''  in  any  straightforward,  "disinter- 
ested" sense,  but  rather  to  exert  influence  over  friends  and  enemies 
abroad.  Diplomatic  speech  is  not  unique  in  this  respect.  On  the  con- 
trary, all  political  communication  is  of  this  character,  governed  un- 
avoidably by  its  potential  impact  on  relations  of  power;  but  because 
politics  among  nation-states  is  less  constrained  by  law  and  morality 
than  that  within  societies,  and  because  in  international  politics  the 
stakes  often  are  extremely  high,  involving  even  the  survival  of  politi- 
cal entities,  international  relations  are  more  directly  governed  by  naked 
power  realities  than  are  domestic  relations,  and  so  too  are  diplomatic 
language  and  communication. 

Diplomatic  language,  then,  is  inherently  manipulative  in  character. 
It  is  a  language  of  extreme  circumspection  rather  than  candor,  of  cal- 
culated ambiguity  rather  tlian  clarity.  It  is  understandable  that  the 
popular  mind  often  takes  "diplomacy"  to  be  another  word  for  duplic- 
ity. Inevitably,  this  state  of  affairs  poses  difficulties  for  Congress, 
Jinswerable  to  its  constituency,  as  it  strains  to  peer  through  the  drift- 
ing smoke  of  diplomatic  huggermuggery  to  find  out  what  is  actually 
happening,  both  on  tlie  field  of  battle  itself  and  in  the  secluded  confines 
of  the  diplomatic  head(]uarters  from  which  the  struggle  is  being  di- 
rected. The  White  House  itself  is  one  such  headquarters,  and  a  major 
source  of  congressional  confusion  and  frustration. 

It  may  be  added  that  the  supposedly  "public''  character  of  modern 
diplomacy,  while  it  may  represent  some  improvement  over  the  former 
practice  of  treating  state  business  as  the  personal  and  private  affair 
of  princes,  tends  to  reinforce  these  normal  tendencies  in  diplomatic 
oonniiunication  by  imposing  on  statesmen  the  added  burden  of  manipu- 
latiiio-  not  one  but  several  audiences  sinuiltaneously.  The  diplomatic 
oflicial  knows  tliat  wIumi  lie  speaks  to  the  American  p(M>ple,  or  to  Con- 
gress in  public  session,  he  speaks  to  the  world  as  well.  Likewise,  when 
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lie  speaks  to  the  ^Yorld,  Con^^ress  and  the  American  people  will  bo  lis- 
teninof.  The  situation  can  be  a  difficult  one  because  there  may  be  things 
he  will  want  to  tell  Congress  or  the  public  that  he  does  not  want  "out- 
siders" of  one  kind  or  another  to  hear.  It  is  also  true — though  less 
readily  confessed — that  sometimes  there  are  things  he  would  like  to  say 
to  "outsiders"  that  he  would  prefer  not  to  have  to  say  to  Congress  and 
the  people.  Furthermore,  the  Avorld  itself  is  not  one  audience  but  many, 
and  so  for  that  matter  is  the  American  public  and  Congress,  a  consid- 
eration that  reduces  the  appeal  and  the  candor  of  executive  sessions. 

As  a  consequence,  the  art  of  speaking  to  nniltiple  audiences  becomes 
one  of  the  pnmary  skills  of  an  effective  diplomacy.  To  the  extent  that 
it  is  anything  more  than  empty  rhetoric,  its  language  is  that  of  tradi- 
tional diplomacy  with  the  faults  of  circumspection  and  ambiguity 
greatly  intensified. 

Those  with  experience  in  diplomatic  communication  understand 
its  necessities  and  learn  the  valuable  art  of  "reading  between  the 
lines.''  Those  who  lack  that  experience,  or  have  no  tolerance  for  the 
limiting  conditions  of  political  realism,  soon  lose  patience  with  its 
silences  and  ambiguities,  and  take  solace  in  charges  of  simple  duplicity, 
an  indictment  few  Secretaries  of  State  have  been  spared  for  very  long. 
And  the  truth  is  that  the  charge  is  seldom  without  some  foundation. 
It  should  come  as  no  surprise  that  the  professional  diplomat,  who  has 
studied  so  carefully  and  so  long  to  master  the  inherently  duplicitous 
langiiage  of  his  trade  for  the  purpose  of  advancing  the  interests  of  his 
country  abroad,  is  often  tempted  to  use  that  same  tool  to  advance  those 
same  interests  at  home.  From  his  point  of  view,  the  befuddlement  of  a 
Senatorial  opponent  of  an  important  bill  or  treaty  may  be  as  useful  to 
the  cause — as  he  sees  it — as  the  discomfiting  of  any  enemy  abroad. 

Secrecy 

But  given  the  extremely  high  stakes  for  which  the  diplomatic  game 
is  played,  the  practices  of  diplomacy  do  not  stop  at  mere  circumspec- 
tion and  ambiguity,  but  proceed  into  the  realm  of  strict  secrecy  as  such. 
The  perils  of  international  politics  are  used  to  justify  and  to  rationalize 
controls  over  the  distribution  and  use  of  foreign  affairs  information, 
the  stringency  of  which  is  matched  in  only  a  few  special  cases  in 
domestic  affairs. 

Secrecy  is  an  asset  that  no  country  can  afford  to  give  up.  Whether 
in  a  given  case  its  object  be  the  straightforward  one  of  preventing  an 
enemy  or  competitor  from  knowing  something  it  would  be  better  he 
not  know,  or  to  control  the  timing  of  events  (a  primary  consideration 
in  all  diplomacy),  or  to  avoid  that  problem  of  speaking  to  multiple 
audiences  just  discussed,  or  to  protect  sensitive  negotiations  or  other 
diplomatic  exchanges  from  outside  pressures  (and  thus  curiously  to 
encourage  mutual  frankness  and  candor  among  the  negotiators  them- 
selves), secrecy  brings  valuable  diplomatic  dividends.  Yet  it  is  equally 
evident  that  secrecy  of  any  kind  clashes  directly  with  a  fundamental 
need  of  democracy — the  people's  need  to  know,  the  very  foundation 
of  responsible  citizenship  and  representative  accountability.  The  need 
of  Congress  to  be  kept  fully  and  currently  informed  on  executive 
miction,  of  the  citizen  to  know  just  what  his  elected  representatives  are 
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doinof,  of  the  journalist  to  do  his  job,  these  practical  manifestations  of 
the  abstract  right  cannot  be  dismissed  out  of  hand  by  appeals  to 
diplomatic  necessity. 

Furthermore,  though  the  general  argimients  for  diplomatic  and 
militaiT  secrecy  may  well  have  significant  merit  when  applied  to 
selected  cases,  the  national  security  argument  for  witliliolding  infor- 
mation provides  foreign  policymakers  and  spokesmen  in  the  executive 
branch  with  a  convenient  and  widely  respected  rationale  for  doing 
just  what  they  are  inclined  to  do  in  any  case :  not  merel}^  to  withhold 
information  from  those  outside  the  policymaking  structure,  but  to 
withhold  or  release  it  selectively  in  order  to  protect  the  policy  interests 
of  the  controlling  agency  against  potential  criticism  or  opposition  from 
Congress  or  the  public  at  large.  The  temptations  are  great,  the  flesh 
weak,  and  the  abuses  frequent. 

Security  Ci^vssificatiox 

A  somewhat  technical  manifestation  of  this  national  security  claim 
is  the  security  classification  system.  That  this  system  poses  serious 
information  problems  for  Congress  is  well-known,  and  little  more 
need  be  said  about  it  here.  Congressmen  and  Senators  are  entitled  to 
receive,  examine,  and  hold  classified  material  by  reason  of  their  office, 
though  their  staffs  must  receive  appropriate  clearances.  The  problem, 
however,  is  not  so  much  one  getting  niaterials  specified  in  an  inquiry 
as  it  is  knowing  Avhat  materials  are  available  and  what  to  ask  for.  This 
blanketing  effect  of  the  system  has  been  noted  by  Carl  Marcy,  who 
says  that  it  often  puts  inquiring  legislators  in  the  embarrassingly 
ineffectual  position  of  having  to  ask  official  witnesses  whether  there  is 
"anything  I  should  have  asked  you  that  I  didn't,''  a  question  to  which 
one  could  hardly  expect  a  helpful  response.-'  The  system  also  conceals 
information  from  those  on  whom  Members  often  put  great  reliance 
for  independent  study  and  commentary  on  executive  functions — 
joui-nalists.  scholars,  and  even  other,  competing  Government  of- 
ficials. It  may  be  added  that  the  executive  privilege  claim,  though 
based  on  a  somewhat  different  rationale,  has  similar  consequences. 
Thouirh  narrower  in  application,  it  may  well  achieve  more  decisive 
results  since  it  is  used  s{)ecifically  to  protect  central  planning  functions 
As  noted,  these  devices  taken  together  give  the  executive  branch  a 
special  advantage  in  foreign  affairs — the  ability  not  just  to  withhold 
information,  but  to  withhold  or  release  it  as  political  tactics  dictate. 

In  the  past,  Congress  has  a]:)proached  the  national  security  classifi- 
cation system  and  its  rationale  with  great  deference.  Congress  itself 
has  lent  indirect  legislative  sanction  to  the  classification  system,  though 
it  has  never  s])eci(ically  authorized  it.  Many  Congressmen  and  Seiuitors 
do  not  want  to  be  i)rivy  to  classified  materials,  preferring  a  freedom 
of  speak  out  forthrightly  on  public  issues  without  the  inhibiting  con- 
cern of  accident  ly  making  some  damaging  disclosure.  Information  in 
hand  that  nevertheless  may  not  be  used  in  public  debate  is  of  limited 
value  to  a  legislator  in  any  case,  whose  ])rimary  function  aftei-  all,  is 
i-eprcs<'ntation.  I^esides,  though  the  system  carries  many  disadvantages 

■"Tlio  rolo  of  soorooy  In  llio  (•ondiict  of  foroiK'n  policy."  Aniprlcan  Journal  of  Inter- 
natJonal  Law,  vol.  66,  September  15(72.  p.  70. 
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to  Congress  and  the  cause  of  an  informed  public  opinion,  the  need  for 
confidcritiality  in  some  phases  of  diplomacy,  and  for  some  kind  of 
control  over  national  security  information,  particularly  that  relating 
to  militarv^  plans  and  technology,  is  widely  conceded.  Here,  as  noted, 
the  requirements  of  national  action  in  a  dangerous  environment  clash 
directly  witli  the  central  need  of  a  democratic  polic}',  and  the  proper 
balance  between  information  security  and  information  disclosure  is 
not  an  easy  one  to  strike. 

Secret  Diplo^iacy 

As  always,  when  two  such  broad  political  imperatives  meet  head  on, 
the  issue  becomes  one  of  balance  and  above  all  degree.  How  much 
secrecy?  How  much  public  awareness?  The  most  difficult  of  all  dis- 
putes to  try  to  resolve  by  logical  means  alone.  If  there  is  any  solution 
to  this  kind  of  dilemma,  it  is  to  be  found  not  in  analysis  but  in  the 
working  out  of  practical  compromises  to  meet  specific,  changing  cir- 
cumstances. Recent  history  has  something  to  say  in  this  regard. 

Since  the  late  i930's,  it  has  been  the  practice  to  yield  the  President 
and  his  diplomatic  agents  wide  discretion  in  the  use  of  secret  diplo- 
macy. One  rationale  for  this  has  been  the  President's  unquestioned 
constitutional  mandate  to  conduct  the  Nation's  day-to-day  diplomatic 
affairs  with  foreign  countries.  It  will  be  recalled  from  the  constitu- 
tional debates  and  the  Federalist  that  a  major  reason  for  creating  the 
institution  of  the  Presidency  in  the  first  place  was  a  belief  among  the 
Founding  Fathers  that  only  a  strong,  unitary  executive  organ  would 
possess  those  characteristics  of  Government  action — unit}',  dispatch, 
and  secrecy — necessary  to  the  effective  conduct  of  affairs  abroad.^  The 
difficulty,  however,  is  that,  as  President  Roosevelt's  World  War  II 
summit'  diplomacy,  President  IN'ixon's  more  recent  "turn"  toAvard 
China,  and  much  other  postwar  diplomatic  business  in  between,  have 
made  all  too  plain,  the  conduct  of  diplomacy  is  not  to  be  separated 
from  the  mo.h'nig  of  policy.  This  is  an  important  lesson.  In  these  par- 
ticular cases,  far-reaching  confirmations  and  alterations  in  the  Nation's 
relations  with  the  outside  world  were  accomplished  with  little  more 
than  diplomatic  "talk,"  all  of  it  shielded  from  public  and  congressional 
scmtiny  until  such  time  as  the  purposes  of  these  two  Chief  Executives 
had  been  advanced  beyond  the  possibility  of  recall.  To  be  sure,  in 
most  cases,  some  kind  of  consultation  does  take  place  with  congres- 
sional leaders,  but  it  is  the  President  who  decides  when  and  how  nuich 
he  will  reveal,  and  to  whom.  In  this  last  respect,  his  choice  almost 
always  falls  on  those  whom  he  can  depend  upon  to  take  a  "construc- 
tive" attitude  toAvard  his  foreign  policy,  thereby  excluding  the  possi- 
bility of  effective  counteraction — including  the  "leak" — by  potential 
critics. 

A  second  lesson  taught  by  the  record  of  recent  years  is  that  nothing 
succeeds  like  success.  One  might  say  that  there  is  a  widespread,  im- 
plicit recognition  of  the  truth  of  Edmund  Burke's  obserA^at ion  that 
if  it  is  true  that  the  people  have  certain  specific  rights,  such  as  the 
right  to  know  what  their  leaders  are  up  to,  it  is  also  true  that  they 

*  The  Federalist,  op.  cit.,  pp.  418-419. 
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have  a  right  to  good  government — in  these  cases  the  right  to  an  effec- 
tive foreign  policy.  If  a  secret  diplomatic  initiative  or  negotiation  is 
successful  there  will  be  few  complaints.  It  is  also  true,  however,  that 
the  measure  of  ^'success"  lies  to  some  degree  in  the  eye  of  the  beholder. 
To  his  su]:)poi'ters.  President  Koosevelt's  series  of  wartime  agreements 
Avith  the  Soviet  Union  concerning  the  fate  of  Eastern  Europe  and  the 
Far  East  have  appeared  as  a  masterful  instance  of  making  the  best 
of  a  difficult  situation.  Others,  however,  have  characterized  them  as 
a  "sellout.''  Xot  unexpectedly,  there  is  a  direct  correlation  between 
these  contrasting  attitudes  toward  the  results  achieved  and  readiness 
to  indict  President  Roosevelt  for  having  failed  to  tell  all  to  the 
American  people  and  their  representatives  in  Congress. 

Executive  Power 

The  preceding  discussion  rests  on  an  assumption  that  it  is  the 
executive  branch  that  "has"  the  information  Congress  needs,  and  that 
the  congressional  information  problem  arises  directly  out  of  an  un- 
willingness on  the  part  of  executive  officials  to  share  what  they  possess 
with  Congressmen  and  Senators.  The  special  characteristics  of  for- 
eign affairs  information  and  communication  work  to  the  advantage  of 
these  officials  in  fostering  an  ambiguous  and  deceptive  language,  and 
in  providing  a  rationale  for  the  security  classification  system  and  secret 
diplomacy. 

But  how  does  it  happen  that  the  executive  branch  rather  than  Con- 
gress has  the  information  in  the  first  place?  And  are  there  reasons, 
in  addition  to  those  given  above,  why  it  is  so  often  able  to  use  that 
information  to  its  own  advantage  and  the  detriment  of  Congress  as 
a  potentially  active  participant  in  the  policymaking  process  ?  For  an- 
swers to  these  questions  we  must  look  to  the  character  of  modern  exec- 
utive power. 

To  what,  then,  can  we  attribute  the  imbalance  in  information  re- 
sources that  exists  between  President  and  Congress  ?  The  point  is  often 
made  that  the  President's  great  power  over  foreign  affairs  rests  on 
his  having  better  and  more  complete  information  than  any  of  his 
potential  competitors,  whether  in  Congress  or  elsewhere,  but  the  neat- 
ness of  this  formulation  is  upset  by  the  observation  that  its  opposite 
comes  as  close  to  the  truth :  It  is  not  only  superior  information  that 
gives  the  President  power;  it  is  his  power  that  gives  him  superior  in- 
formation. Tlie  President  is  ])etter  informed  than  Conirress  because 
he  and  not  Congress  commands  the  chief  instruments  of  foreign  pol- 
icymaking and  execution,  which  happen  to  be  the  chief  instruments 
of  information  gathering  and  evaluation  as  well. 

^  Tliis  advantage  of  command  derives  in  the  first  instance  from  the 
Constitution.  Riglit  at  tlie  beginning  of  American  political  life  a 
Liter,  oftrepeated  circularity  of  argument  aiul  effect  asserted  itself. 
One  reason  given  lor  (intrusting  the  comJucf  of  foreign  relatioTis  to 
the  Pi'esident  Avas  that  the  executive  branch  would  have  superior 
sources  of  information;  one  result  of  giving  him  that  control  was  to 
consolidate  decisively  that  very  advantage. 

In  an  age  when  contacts  between  govermnents  in  time  of  peace  were 
confined  to  all  intents  and  purposes  to  the  relations  between  foreign 
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miiiisterics  and  professional  diplomats,  investing  the  President  with 
power  to  "receive  ambassadors  and  other  public  ministers,"  and  to 
nominate,  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  to  appoint 
"ambassadors,  other  public  ministers,  and  consuls,"  not  only  gave 
him  command  over  the  chief  instruments  for  the  diplomatic  expres- 
sions of  national  power  and  purpose,  but  also  a  virtuiii  monopoly  over 
the  major  channels  of  intelligence  with  foreign  nations.  As  Professor 
Corwin  has  said,  the  Constitution  rendered  Congress  "both  deaf  and 
dumb"  in  relation  to  other  governments.^ 

It  was  not  until  much  later,  however,  that  the  full  weight  of  this 
advantage  was  realized  in  practice.  Throughout  the  19th  century,  the 
balance  of  power  between  the  two  branches  fluctuated  one  way  and 
then  another  as  strong  Presidents  rose  and  fell.  The  end  of  the  civil 
war  saw  the  emergence  of  a  long  period  of  "congressional  govern- 
ment." In  none  of  this  did  foreign  affairs  as  such  play  more  than  a 
peripheral  role  in  comparison  with  the  far  more  pressing  undertaking 
of  conquering,  consolidating,  and  exploiting  the  rich  resources  of  a 
continent.  With  the  turn  of  the  centur}^,  however,  the  United  States 
found  itself  becoming  ever  more  deeply  enmeshed  in  the  affairs  of 
Europe  and  Asia,  with  profound  impact  on  the  character  of  American 
institutions.  It  required  the  chaotic  conditions  of  the  20th  century  to 
bring  about  and  make  manifest  a  truly  dramatic  expansion  and  meta- 
morphosis of  executive  power. 

The  Problem  of  Bueeaucr^vcy 

It  is  especially  important  to  note  tliis  hoa7  powor  v^ar)  rx?"'uti  'o  -ind 
not  merely  Presidential.  Its  seat  was  and  is  in  the  great  military  and 
foreign  policy  bureaus  that  arose  to  meet  the  challenge  of  these  new 
conditions.  These  organizations  have  multiplied  many-fold  the 
President's  original  advantage  in  both  the  collection  and  evaluation 
of  information.  Bureaucracy  gives  the  President  something  more  than 
an  organizational  mechanism  for  collecting  raw  data ;  it  gives  him  that 
1)lus  ex])ertise  and  an  apparatus  by  which  this  data  is  selected, 
arranged,  interpreted,  and  welded  into  a  coherent  polic}^  framework. 
Tliis  means  that  the  executive  branch  not  only  "has"  the  data  in  a 
physical  sense ;  it  also  has  the  principle  say  in  deciding  what  the  data 
are  to  mean  and  how  they  are  to  be  applied.  In  short,  it  has  what 
Eoger  Hilsman  has  called  the  "intellectual  initiative"  in  foreign 
aft'airs.^ 

Much  of  the  difficulty  that  confronts  Congress  in  its  struggle  to 
obtain  information  about  the  Nation's  foreign  affairs  can  be  traced 
directly  to  this  source.  Beginning  Avith  Max  AVeber  in  his  pioneering 
studies  at  the  turn  of  the  century,  students  of  Inireaucracy  have  been 
impressed  with  the  propensity  of  these  organizations  to  act  defensively 
in  their  own  interests  and  to  use  information  suppression  and  distor- 
tion to  that  end.  According  to  Weber : 

Every  bureaucracy  seeks  to  increase  the  superiority  of  the  professionally 
informed  by  keeping  their  knowledge  and  intentions  secret.  Bureaucratic  ad- 

^Cor^vin,  Edward  S.  "The  President's  Control  of  Foreign  Relations."  Princeton.  N.J., 
Princeton  University  Press,  1917,  p.  82. 

«  Hilsman,  Roger.  "Congressional-Executive  Relations  and  the  Foreign  Policy  Consensus." 
American  Political  Science  Review,  vol.  52,  September  1968  :  p.  729. 
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ministration  always  tends  to  be  an  administration  of  "secret  sessions"  insofar 
as  it  can.  it  hides  its  knowledge  and  action  from  criticism.  *  *  *  The  concept 
of  the  "oflficial  secret"  is  the  specific  invention  of  bureaucracy,  and  nothing  is 
so  fanatically  defended  by  the  bureaucracy  as  this  attitude,  which  cannot  be 
sul)stantially  justified  beyond  *  *  *  specifically  qualified  areas.  In  facing  a 
parliament,  the  bureaucracy,  out  of  sure  power  instinct,  fights  every  attempt 
of  the  parliament  to  gain  knowledge  by  means  of  its  own  experts  or  from 
interest  groups.  *  *  *  Bureaucracy  naturally  welcomes  a  poorly  informed  and 
hence  a  powerless  parliament.  *  *  *  ' 

These  observations  are  of  even  greater  pertinence  today,  because 
a  massive,  complex  bureaucratic  apparatus  has  become  the  defining 
characteristic  of  modern,  executive-centered  government,  and  can  be 
linked  in  a  direct  Avay  to  the  20th  century  erosion  of  legislatures.  It 
has  been  accurately  said  that  the  question  at  issue  in  the  ongoing 
struggle  for  power  between  Congress  and  the  President  is  not  so  much 
whether  one  or  the  other  of  these  t^vo  elected  political  entities  will 
have  control  over  the  other  as  it  is  which  of  them  will  have  command 
of  the  bureaucracy ;  except  that  the  latter  is  no  passive  object  in  this 
contest  for  supremacy  but  itself  an  active  competitor  for  power,  which, 
in  its  own  imi)ersonal  and  perservering  way.  seeks  covert  domination 
over  both  of  its  nominal  political  superiors.  As  Kichard  Neustadt  has 
put  it: 

When  the  elective  politicians  on  the  Hill  voice  their  frustration  they  are 
liklier  than  not  to  pass  over  its  source,  competitive  oflEicialdom,  in  favor  of  a 
target  more  traditional  and  easier  to  watch :  their  constitutional  competitor, 
that  ]\ran  in  the  White  House.  Yet  he.  an  elective  politician  in  his  own  right, 
struggles  with  officialdom  no  less  than  they.  He  too  is  in  a  competition  with  this 
new  competitior.® 

So  far  Congress  seems  to  haA'e  not  fared  particularly  well  in  this 
three-sided  struggle.  In  information  terms,  the  bureaucracy  presents 
Congress  with  four  major  difficulties  worth  distinguishing  for  pur- 
])osos  of  analysis.  These  are  hureaucratic  bias,  comj^lex  decisionmak- 
ing^ expertise^  and  centralization. 

Bureaucratic  Bias 

^lucli  of  the  power  of  bureacracy  springs  from  the  central  role  it 
plays  in  the  task  of  collecting  and  evaluating  information,  a  position, 
however,  that  enables  it  to  conceal  as  well  as  reveal,  obfuscate  as  woW  as 
clarify.  It  is  something  of  a  paradox  tliat  for  the  elected  political 
loaders  of  both  branches  the  bureaucracy  is  at  once  the  font  of  most  of 
the  high  quality  information  available  on  foreign  affairs,  and  a  major 
source  of  information  distortion  and  suppression  as  well.  Tliese  mal- 
i:)ractices  have  se^-eral  sources  and  are  of  several  kinds,  but  most  origi- 
nate in  that  warping  of  intellectual  processes  by  \\\o  pervasive  influence 
of  power  and  interest  mentioned  earlier.  Neustadt  ca])tures  the  I'oal 
essence  of  the  matter  when  he  notes  that  "men  in  office  are  men  molded 
by  their  jobs."  " 

Every  l)ui'eau,  and  every  office  within  the  bureau,  has  its  own  ]^er- 
spectives,  its  own  priorities:  each  has  interests  and  dangers  to  attend 

•  W.hcr.  Mjiv.  "Kssnys  In  Rnoinlocy."  Ed.  by,  TI.  IT,  Gorth  and  C.  Wrlsrht  Mills.  New 
York.  Oxford  T'nivcrsUy  Press,  1040.  p.  2.1."?. 

"  .\<'iist;i(lt.  IMclmnl.' "I'olillclaiis  ;ind  Imronncrnts."  Tho  Ainorlrnn  Assoniblv.  rolnmhla 
T  niv«'rsity.   '"Iho  roiiKrcss  nnd  Amorlca's  Fuluro."  Enplowood  Cliffs,  N..T.,  Pfenticc-IInll, 

oX(>usfad't.  Ri.linrd.  "Alllnnco  Politics."  Now  York,  Coluinhia  Univorsity  Press,  1970, 
p.    113, 
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to  that  are  peculiarly  its  own.  Within  an  ora-anization,  the  movement 
of  information  across  some  small  placement  ditl'erence,  as  Ix'tween  one 
office  and  another,  or  betAveen  a  subordinate  and  a  superior,  may 
produce  only  slio:ht  distortions,  but  these  often  are  cumulative  throuo:h 
hiiiher  stages.  There  are  also  distortions  characteristic  of  organiza- 
tions as  wholes,  resulting,  perhaps,  from  the  pursuit  of  some  overall 
organizational  interest— a  bigger  budget,  for  instance— or  reflecting 
some  broad  organizational  bias  of  a  more  philosophical  kind.  An 
organization,  like  the  individuals  who  compose  it,  selects,  hiterprets, 
and  reports  information  in  such  a  way  as  to  improve  its  power  posi- 
tion, reinforce  its  own  raison  d'etre,  or  reaffirm  a  cherished  view  of 
reality. 

It  thus  happens  that  those  who  are  dependent  on  bureaucracy  for 
information  and  advise  are  constantly  exposed  to  subtle  but  persistent 
perversions  of  objectivity.  This  is  true  for  those  who  sit  at  the  heads  of 
these  organizations,  it  is  true  for  the  President,  and  it  is  true  for  Con- 
gress. Experienced  administrators,  it  has  been  observed,  pursue  var- 
ious strategies — redundencies  within  the  organization,  independent 
sources  of  information  outside  it,  competition  between  subordinates, 
counterbiasing,  and  the  like — to  partially  ojffset  the  distortions  pro- 
duced by  their  own  organizations,  but  outsiders,  with  less  experience 
in  the  ways  of  massive  bureaucratic  structures,  are  more  likely  to  take 
official  pronouncements  at  face  value.  The  simplest  and  best  counter- 
strategy  probably  would  be  a  healthy  skepticism,  but  all  too  often  this 
is  lacking. 

As  a  consequence,  bureaucracies  are  left  free  to  define  "reality"  in 
their  own  terms,  to  let  their  wishes  become  the  father  of  their  thoughts 
witliout  much  ''interference"  from  outside  troublemakers:  and  it  is 
left  to  crisis  to  reveal  the  extent  to  which  organizational  perspectives 
and  imperatives  have  caused  a  gap  to  develop  between  the  world  as 
it  is  and  the  world  as  officials  would  like  it  to  be.  Unfortunately, 
coming  to  terms  with  reality  at  this  late  date  can  be  a  very  costly 
enterprise. 

Complex  Decisionmaking 

A  further  difficulty  results  when  Congress  wants  information  from 
the  bureaucracy  not  about  the  outside  world,  but  about  tlie  wheres  and 
Vv'hyfors  of  bureaucratic  decision  itself — some  past  action,  its  inten- 
tions, the  grounds  it  had  for  taking  some  particular  decision.  In  this 
case,  the  inquisitive  outsider  is  confronted  not  only  with  information 
suppression  and  distortion  but  with  a  second  barrier  to  understanding, 
the  intricate  and  confusingly  bizarre  world  of  bureaucratic  decision- 
making. Officials  invariably  justify  their  decisions  to  Congress  and  the 
public  with  a  mustering  of  rational  arguments.  What  they  fail  to 
mention  is  the  rather  complex  accommodation  of  various  organiza- 
tional aims,  interests,  and  imperatives  that  also  enter  into  most  de- 
cisions and  sometimes  shape  them  decisiveh\ 

As  Eoger  Hilsman  suggests,  it  is  characteristic  of  bureaucratic 
decisions  that,  first,  they  ''require  the  reconciliation  of  a  diversity  of 
goals  and  preferences  as  well  as  alternative  means;  second,  that  there 
are  competing  groups  within  the  Government  as  well  as  outside  it  who 
are  identified  with  alternative  goals  and  policies ;  and,  third,  that  the 
relative  power  of  the  participating  groups  is  as  relevant  to  the  de- 


82 

clslon  as  the  cogency  and  icisdoni  of  their  arguments:^  ^^  As  a  result,, 
what  Congress  and  the  public  are  given  as  the  "reason"  for  a  decision 
are  all  too  frequently  an  ex  post  facto  rationalization^  an  attempt  to  put 
the  best  logical  and  factual  face  on  what  instead  was  the  outcome  of  a 
set  of  unseen  and  often  unseemly  compromises. 

There  are  two  aspects  to  this.  In  the  first  place,  accommodations 
of  tliis  kind  often  are  extremely  complicated  in  a  political-adminis- 
trative sense,  and  hence  in  themselves  may  be  very  difficult  for  the 
nonparticipant  or  outsider  to  understand.  The  "why"  of  a  given 
policy  may  be  quite  incomprehensible  to  one  unaware  that  the  argu- 
ments on  public  display  represent  not  rationality  but  a  rationale.  Xot 
even  a  general  sense  of  the  political  character  of  bureaucratic  decisions 
is  of  much  help.  What  one  really  needs  to  know  in  order  to  under- 
stand a  policy  outcome  is  an  intimate,  practical  knowledge  of  the 
ground,  a  good  mental  map  of  the  bureaucratic  terrain  and  some  ex- 
perience in  negotiating  it.  It  may  be  added  that  this  "bureaucratic 
politics"  model  is  not  the  only  one  to  suggest  that  bureaucratic  de- 
cisionmaking departs  in  significant  ways  from  the  "rational  paradigm" 
reflected  in  the  public  arguments  witli  which  officials  seek  to  justify 
their  actions.  Each  such  additional  departure  scrambles  further  the 
confusing  picture  that  bureaucratic  decisionmaking  offers  to  the  out- 
side world. 

In  the  second  place,  because  these  accommodations  are  time  consum- 
ing and  often  quite  painful  to  arrive  at,  administrators  tend  to  resist 
outside  "interference"  in  decisionmaking,  whether  by  Congress  or 
anyone  else,  since  this  can  only  make  the  whole  process  even  more 
trying  to  the  central  participants.  Information  distortion  and  suppres- 
sion, of  course,  is  one  method  that  the  bureaus  rely  upon  to  reduce  this 
interference  to  a  minimum.  The  resistance  to  outside  tampering  is.  if 
anything,  greater  after  the  decision  has  been  made,  at  Avhicli  point 
there  is  positive  horror  at  the  thought  that  some  "busybody"  Avill  upset 
the  delicate,  carefully  constructed  balance  of  forces  and  cause  the 
whole  painful,  energy-consuming  process  to  require  repeating. 

Large  bureaucracies  arrive  at  policy  positions  only  after  an  elaborate  process 
of  consultation  and  accommodation  among  diverse  organizational  interests. 
Agreements  negotiated  with  such  painstaking  effort  resist  change,  because  such 
change  would  require  reopening  the  whole  bargaining  process  with  no  certainty 
that  the  tradeoffs  required  might  not  yield  a  less  effective  policy  outcome. 
II<'nry  Kissinger  put  it  well  in  a  percei)tive  essay  on  the  role  of  bureaucracy  in 
foreign  affairs:  "Once  the  decisionmaking  apparatus  has  disgorged  a  policy,  it 
l)ecoines  very  difficult  to  change  it.  The  alternative  to  the  status  quo  is  the  pros- 
I)ect  of  rei>eating  the  whole  anguishing  process  of  arriving  at  decisions.  This 
explains  to  some  extent  the  curious  phenomena  that  decisions  taken  with  enor- 
mous (loul)t  and  perhaps  with  a  close  division  become  practically  sacrosanct  once 
a(loi»ted."  ^^ 

Executive  privilege  is  especially  important  in  this  context  since  it 
is  precisely  the  intent  of  that  doctrine  to  protect  the  decisionmaking 
process  itself  from  outside  ami  particulaidy  congressional  sen/tiny. 
The  exist  once  of  this  ])()worfiil  tendency  also  sugoosts  the  futility  of 
the  usual  executive  practice  of  "considting"  with  Congress  only  after  a 
course  of  action  has  been  firmly  docidcnl  ui)on. 

'"  Tlilsmnii,  f)p.  clf.,  i).  7.".2.  Eiuphnsia  nddod. 

"  Koiirl<f>.  FrniH'ls  E.,  "Ilureaucracv  niid  ForolRn  Policy."  Rnltiinoro,  tlio  Johns  Hopkins 
University  Press,  1972,  p.  55. 
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Expertise 

A  third  difficulty  arises  from  growing  demands  for  the  application 
of  expertise  to  social  problems,  including,  of  course,  the  i)robk^ms  of 
foreign  affairs.  These  demands  reflect  both  a  greater  awareness  of  the 
complexity  of  modern  social  life  and  growing  anxiety  about  its  un- 
foreseen and  unwanted  products.  As  noted,  it  w\as  in  responding  to 
these  demands  with  an  orchestration  of  specialized  bureaucratic  skills 
and  knowledge  on  a  scale  without  precedent  in  Western  history  outside 
the  Eoman  Empire  that  the  executive  branch  gained  its  really  decisive 
advantage  in  information  and  analysis  over  its  congressional  rival.  In 
fact,  this  concentration  of  expert  knowledge  in  executive  hands  has 
posed  numerous  problems  for  Congress. 

Experts,  of  course,  are  one  source  of  those  bureaucratic  distortions 
of  reality  already  noted.  If  the  expert  gains  much  from  specialization, 
he  also  suffers  much  from  his  narrowness  of  focus.  As  Louis  Dexter 
summarizes  the  case  against  them,  they  too  often  have  a  vested  inter- 
est in  their  own  programs  and  discipline ;  tend  to  be  recruited  from  a 
rather  narrow  spectrum  of  society;  are  too  much  acclimated  to  w^ork- 
ing  in  hierarchies;  are  indoctrinated  not  to  respect  the  opinions  of 
others  outside  their  own  discipline;  and  in  general  are  possessed  of 
a  viewpoint  that  is  narrow  and  doctrinal,  leading  to  what  Thorsten 
Yeblen  once  called  trained  incapacity.^^ 

Political  naivete  is  another  and  perhaps  the  most  crippling  failing 
of  the  expert,  who  often  overlooks  the  differences  betvreen  technical 
and  political  feasibility.  ]Meanwhile,  however,  the  expert's  jargon  and 
esoteric  knowledge  can  provide  a  convenient  degree  of  protective  col- 
oration for  controversial  executive  decisions.  Meant  to  serve  as  an  aid 
in  reaching  decisions  by  rational  means,  expertise  often  is  used  to 
rationalize  executive  choice  ex  post  facto^  providing  technically  iiTi- 
pressive  arf^uments  for  decisions  made  on  different,  perhaps  political, 
or  even  intuitive  grounds. 

Expertise  also  gives  the  administrator  yet  another  motive  for  re- 
sisting legislative  "encroachments."  There  is  a  strong  tendency  among 
experts  to  view  such  intrusions  as  inherently  "irrational"  or  "dysfunc- 
tional." The  expert  fends  off  the  curious  and  the  critical  with  the  claim 
that  he  is  concerned  with  pure  "technique,"  the  science  of  relating 
means  to  ends,  and  with  "facts,"  empirically  oriented  concepts,  and 
their  "objective"  analysis,  from  which  personal  judgments  and 
"values"  have  been  rigorously  excluded.  His  work,  he  argues,  is  "non- 
political"  or  politically  "neutral,"  and  thus  may  be  used  indifferently 
by  one  political  faction  or  another,  but  not  questioned  on  merely  po- 
litical, that  is,  "nonscientific"  grounds.  This  ready  defense  is  a  dif- 
ficult one  to  deal  with  since  the  line  between  politics  and  expertise  is 
not  an  easy  one  to  draw. 

Yet  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  for  the  very  reasons  given  above, 
experts  and  expertise  deserve  the  closest  kind  of  public  scrutiny. 
Eobert  Dahl,  among  others,  suggests  that  decisions  on  public  policy 

12  Dexter,  Lewis  A.  "  'Check  and  Balance  Today' ;  What  Does  It  Mean  for  Confrress  and 
Congressmen."  In  American  Enterprise  Institute  for  Public  Policy  Research.  "Congress  : 
The  First  Branch  of  Government."  Washington,  D.C.,  1966,  pp.  87-92. 
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typically  require  the  directing  force  of  a  broader,  less  specialized 
kind  of  niincl.  As  he  puts  it,  "the  selection  of  a  policy  must  be  a  com- 
plicated interweaving  of  interpretations  about  reality,  the  preferences 
relevant  to  dealing  with  that  reality,  and  the  ways  of  mediating 
between  those  preferences  and  reality;  hence,  competent  or  correct 
judgment  in  the  polic}^  area  requires  a  special  kind  of  skill.  This  is  the 
political  skill,"  the  kind  of  skill  one  might  expect  to  find  in  good 
supply  in  an  imminently  "political"  body  like  the  Congress.^^ 

Yet  when  all  this  is  said,  one  has  not  escaped  from,  but  only  recog- 
nized, a  fundamental  dilemma  of  modern  democratic  society  in  relation 
to  its  experts.  Ernest  Griffith  has  described  the  character  of  the  deci- 
sions required  of  the  modern  state  in  these  terms : 

The  measures  proposed  are  generally  urgent  (especially  in  foreign  affairs)  ; 
they  are  almost  invariably  far  reaching,  but  obscure  in  their  derivative  or  sec- 
ondary effects ;  they  are  often  drastic  in  their  primary  impact,  but  in  a  complex 
and  disturbing  way ;  they  are  highly  specialized :  they  may  involve  a  multitude 
of  principles,  often  conflicting ;  they  always  involve  a  quantity  of  facts  for  back- 
ground. All  this  is  only  to  say  that  they  are  a  reflection  of  a  specialized,  but 
interlocked,  technical  age  whose  social  and  economic  and  political  structure  is 
intricate,  sensitive,  dynamic,  and  at  the  same  time  scarcely  understood  even  by 
the  wisest  and  best  informed  of  men.^* 

Given  these  conditions,  an  observation  of  Max  Weber,  who  was 
among  the  first  to  recognize  the  tragic  paradoxes  implicit  in  the  growth 
of  bureaucracy,  becomes  especially  pertinent :  ^^^lat  practical  alterna- 
tive to  expertise  is  there,  except  dilettantism  ?  ^^ 

Centralization 

Finally,  a  long-term  trend  toward  the  ccnfTalization  of  executive 
decisionmaking  has  tended  to  reduce  further  the  permeability  of  the 
bureaucracy  to  penetration  from  outside.  This  is  especially  the  case 
with  high-level  policymaking  in  foreign  and  military  affairs.  The  de- 
velopment of  the  "central  clearance"  system  under  Roosevelt,  at  first 
to  deal  with  budget  questions  in  the  strict  sense,  but  later  to  make  sub- 
stantive decisions  as  well,  has  been  the  broadest  and  most  characteristic 
manifestation  of  this  trend,  but  a  series  of  centralizing  innovations  in 
the  military'  establishment,  and  a  movement  througli  several  stages 
to  concentrate  national  security  decisionmaking  in  separate  White 
House  organs— the  National  Security  Council  system,  the  National  Se- 
curity Adviser  and  his  staff,  and  under  Kennedy  especially,  in  ad  hoc 
working  groups  or  task  forces  of  personal  advisers — have  also  had 
great  impact.  That  the  trend  has  been  costly  to  Congress  in  informa- 
tion terms  is  evident. 

It  must  be  understood  that  the  desire  to  discipline  and  contain  the 
flow  of  information  was  one  major  motive  for  centralization  from  the 
beginning.  The  central  clearance  system,  for  instance,  received  a  major 
impulse  toward  growth  under  President  Roosevelt  precisely  from  the 
consideration  that  it  offered  a  means  of  preventinir  separate  Govern- 
niciu,  Departments  and  Agencies  fi-om  making  "end  runs"  to  Congress 
with  their  own  versions  of  the  truth  and  their  own  prescriptions  for 

i-i  I)nhl,  Kobort  II.  "ConKross  and  Foreign  Tolicy."  New  York,  Hnrcourt,  Press  &  Co.,  1950. 

p.    J04.  ' 

vorsl\'v'rJoss^r»(rr^   S^^"Congres8  :  Its  Contemporary  Role."  New  York,  New  York  Unl- 
^^  Weber,  op.  cit. 
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national  ills,  and  thus  would  enable  the  President  "to  protect  not  just 
his  bud<>:et,  but  his  prerogatives,  his  freedom  of  action,  and  his  choice 
of  policies,  in  an  era  of  fast-growing  Government  and  of  determined 
Presidential  leadership."  ^"^  Centralization  in  tlie  defense  establish- 
ment has  served  a  similar  purpose.  Defense  Secretary  ^McNamara's 
several  new  and  nuich  touted  decisionmaking  innovations  had  as 
principle  objects  to  insure,  first,  that  decisions  and  the  information  on 
which  they  were  based  were  raised  to  the  level  of  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense, and  second,  that  the  whole  could  be  withheld  from  outside 
scrutiny  until  such  time  as  the  President  should  decide  that  exposure 
was  tactically  wise.  Similarly,  President  Nixon  is  supposed  to  have 
invested  greater  authority  over  policymaking  and  implementation  in 
his  National  Security  Adviser  for  the  dual  purpose  of  making  certain 
that  major  decisions  would  be  taken  by  the  President  himself  and 
not  by  lower  echelons,  and  that  information  would  not  be  available 
lower  down  where  it  might  be  leaked  to  Congress  or  the  press. 

In  a  roundabout  fashion,  centralization  also  provides  the  executive 
branch  with  an  additional  motive  for  excluding  Congress  from  in- 
timacy with  national  decisionmaking,  or  perhaps  better,  a  seeming 
justification  for  so  doing.  The  end  purpose  of  these  centralizing  ten- 
dencies has  not  been  to  shut  off  debate — that  being  a  means,  not  the 
end — but  to  overcome  supposed  defex^ts  in  that  complex,  essentially 
political  decisionmaking  process  already  described.  The  aim  has  been 
to  subject  contending  executive  factions  to  a  degree  of  control  by 
decisionmakers  with  a  broader  perspective  on  public  affairs.  Only 
the  executive  branch,  it  is  argued,  has  developed  this  capacity — in  the 
elaborate  centralizing  mechanisms  under  discussion — to  take  a  broad, 
integrative  perspective  on  national  needs,  and  to  impose  that  view  to 
some  extent  on  contending  political-bureaucratic  forces.  Therefore, 
administrators  resist  outside  "interference"  from  Congress,  not  only 
because  they  do  not  want  to  see  the  painful,  time-consuming  process 
of  reconciliation,  or  consensus  building  as  it  is  sometimes  called, 
repeated  within  the  administration,  but  also  because  they  have  reason 
to  believe  that  the  process  already  has  resulted  in  the  best  decision — 
not  the  ideally  best,  to  be  sure,  but  the  best  that  can  be  expected  given 
the  configuration  of  political  forces.  Intrusion  from  outside  could  only 
lead  to  a  degradation  of  results.  Samuel  P.  Huntington's  description 
of  this  attitude  and  its  organizational  basis  in  relation  to  national  se- 
curity questions  is  worth  quoting : 

The  fear  which  executive  leaders  have  of  the  impact  of  external  influences 
on  national  security  policy  decisions  is,  in  their  own  terms,  a  legitimate  one. 
In  the  abstract,  it  can  even  be  argued  that  while  it  is  rational  to  debate  the 
merits  of  one  possible  strategic  balance  over  another,  any  balance  put  together 
with  some  consideration  for  all  the  elements  entering  into  the  picture  is  to  be 
preferred  to  a  mauled  and  disrupted  strategy,  the  product  of  the  pulling  and 
tugging  of  a  variety  of  groups  with  limited  concerns  and  ex  parte  interests.  The 
problem  is  that  once  the  executive  has  produced  a  strategic  program,  no  other 
groups  can  approach  it  as  a  whole.  They  can  change  parts  of  it,  but  they  cannot 
change  it  systematically  in  terms  of  an  alternative  strategy  which  they  prefer. 
*  *  *  The  job  of  the  administration  *  *  *  is  to  impose  discipline,  restraint, 
and  balance  *  *  *.  Tlie  administration  may  v.ell  have  struck  the  l)est  balance 
possible,  but  inevitably  everyone  on  the  outside  will  have  a  different  perspec- 


i^Neustadt,  Richard  S.  "Presidenry  and  Legislation  :  the  Growth  of  Central  Clearance." 
In  Rieselbach,  Leroy  N.  "The  Congressional  System  :  Notes  and  Reading."  Belmont,  Calif., 
Wadsworth,  1970,  p.  256. 
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tive.  The  administration  can  win  the  point,  but  it  can  seldom  really  win  the 
debate.  It  can  only  attempt  to  discourage  debate." 

Centralized  control  is  an  inherent  feature  of  all  bureaucratic  or- 
ganizations, but  these  trends  reflect  something  more  than  the  working 
out  of  natural  tendencies.  The  prime  animating  force  has  been  the 
determination  of  a  line  of  strong  Presidents  to  exert  firm  political 
control  over  their  administrative  domain.  Congress  has  supported  the 
President  in  this  work,  even  taking  the  initiative  itself  on  more  than 
one  occasion.  Under  the  influences  of  popular  arguments  equating 
centralized  direction  with  rationality,  and  in  response  to  what  has 
been  called  the  "executive  force"  model  of  Government,  according 
to  which  the  President  is  of  right  the  font  of  political  initiative  and 
leadership  under  the  American  system,  it  has  been  content  to  accept  a 
considerable  diminution  of  its  own  control  over  bureaucratic  organs 
as  a  small  price  to  pay  for  the  increased  efficiency,  unity,  and  initiative 
that  ai'o  supposed  to  flow  from  highly  centralized  Presidential  com- 
mand. The  question  that  growing  numbers  of  critics  have  begun  to 
ask,  however,  is  Avhether  the  resulting  distribution  of  power  is  really 
what  it  seems,  and  Avhether  it  is  the  best  one  feasible  judged  by  these 
"\-ery  tests.  Charles  Hyneman  concluded  some  years  ago  that  when 
Congress  yields  up  its  access  to  and  power  over  the  bureaucracy  very 
little  of  it  ends  up  in  the  hands  of  the  President.  Most  accrues  rather 
to  the  bureaucracy  itself  as  increased  freedom  from  political  constraint 
exercised  by  elected  officials  of  either  branch.  The  bureaucracy  goes  its 
own  wav:  meanwhile,  as  "Woodrow  Wilson  observed  in  an  earlier 
period.  "Congress  stands  almost  helplessly  outside  the  departments." 

Even  the  special,  irksome,  ungracious  investigations  which  it  from  time  to 
time  institutes  *  *  *  clo  not  afford  it  more  than  a  glimpse  of  a  small  province 
of  federal  administration  *  *  *.  It  can  violently  disturb,  but  it  cannot  often 
fathom,  the  waters  of  the  sea  in  which  the  bigger  fish  of  the  civil  service  swim 
and  feed.  Its  dragnet  stirs  without  cleansing  the  bottom." 

Faced  with  the  grooving  exclusionary  power  of  an  executive  mono- 
lith, Conofress  in  recent  ATars  has  had  to  rely  increasingly  on  "illicit" 
sources  of  information  to  ])enetrate  the  executive  screen,  and  especially 
on  "leaks"  generated  by  rivalries  and  dissensions  that  continue  to 
flourish  v^^ithin  the  executive  branch  itself,  dispite  powerful  efforts 
at  suppression.  TTnfortunately,  disputes  of  this  kind  usually  generate 
more  heat  than  light.  The  point  in  contention  is  as  likely  to  be  some 
))etty  bnr.nflvy  cli^puto.  n  personality  clash,  or  the  arcana  of  some 
dogiimtir'  fnith  of  limited  application,  as  it  is  a  matter  touchino-  on 
fnndnmontals.  Questions  that  an  outsider  might  have  liked  to  hear 
answered  miirht  never  be  raised.  Furthermore,  leaked  information 
is  "tainted"  information,  given  out,  not  to  promote  disinterested  en- 
liirhtonment,  liut  to  further  some  cause,  which  might  not  even  be  the 
one  alloired.  Wlieii  neither  the  purpose  of  the  information  nor  the 
identitv  and  reliability  of  its  source  can  be  determined,  rational 
e\aluation  isdifliciilt  indeed. 


'"  TTiitiflntrton.    Sniminl    P.    "Tlio    rominon    Dofonsp :    Strntoiric    Procrrnnis    in    Nntlonnl 
rollfins."   Now   York,   rolninbln   University  Pross,   1961,   pp.   1S3-184. 
'"Wilson,  op.  fit.,  p.  271. 


ClIArTER    VII 

THE  ROLE  OF  CONGRESS 


CoxGREss  AS  Outsider 

To  this  point,  the  analysis  has  been  concerned  with  examinin<T 
certain  characteristics  of  executive  power  that  prevent  Congress  in 
one  way  or  another  from  oaining  the  information  it  seems  to  need  to 
act  effectively  on  matters  relatino:  to  U.S.  forei<?n  policy.  Discussion 
of  the  problem  would  be  incomplete,  however,  were  it  not  to  include 
consideration  of  the  question  whether  Congress  itself  is  not  in  some 
fashion  responsible  for  its  own  predicament.  At  the  same  time,  it 
would  extend  this  inquiry  too  far  to  try  to  look  at  each  and  every 
aspect  of  this  side  of  things,  since  this  would  entail  an  exploration  of 
tlie  most  diverse  and  often  controversial  aspects  of  congressional  poli- 
tics. Here  attention  will  be  confined  to  several  rather  broad  aspects 
of  the  problem. 

What  needs  to  be  stressed  at  this  point  is  that  irrespective  of  what 
the  Constitution  might  indicate,  the  present  relationship  of  Congress 
to  the  executive-dominated  foreign  policy  process  is,  in  essence,  that  of 
an  outsider,  subject  to  all  the  psychological  inhibitions  and  practical 
constraints  that  that  position  ordinarily  implies.  One  may  say  that 
foreign  policy  has  an  internal  and  an  external,  a  private  and  a  public 
face.  U.S.  foreign  policv  concerns  the  motions  of  the  American  ship 
of  state  in  an  essentially  public  sea,  but  those  motions  are  directed 
from  inside  the  Washington  foreign  and  defense  policy  bureaucracy. 
The  difficulty  for  Congress  is  that  executive  officials  alone  have  the 
privileofe  of  looking  upon  this  inward  side  of  things.  Practically  speak- 
ing and  with  exceptions.  Congress  remains  dependent  upon  executive 
largesse  for  what  little  it  knows  about  what  is  going  on  behind  the 
closed  doors  of  the  executive  hierarchy.  That  largesse,  for  reasons  al- 
ready given,  is  seldom  generous.  In  this  position,  Congress  is  greatly 
disadvantaired  and  often  abused. 

This  situation  would  cause  no  concern  were  Congress  an  outsider  in 
every  sense  of  the  word,  a  disinterested  observer  of  affairs  in  which 
it  had  no  real  institutional  interest.  The  issues  are  critical  precisely 
because  this  is  not  the  case.  Congress  has  constitutional  duties  to  per- 
form, and  while  the  role  of  Congress  in  foreign  affairs  has  never  been 
clearly  delineated,  it  is  certain  that  it  was  meant  by  the  constitutional 
framers  to  have  a  rather  large  part  to  play  in  guiding  the  Nation's 
foreign  relations  in  both  peace  and  war. 

The  situation,  one  might  say,  is  this :  Excluded  from  a  major  role  in 
conducting  the  Nation's  affairs.  Congress  can  participate  in  a  meaning- 
ful way  in  managing  the  country's  international  relations  only  if  it  can 

(87) 
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succeed  in  some  measure  in  makinf^  good  its  control  over  those  who  do 
conduct  them.  Information  impinges  on  the  quality  and  effectiveness 
of  this  leofislative  control  in  an  especially  acute  way,  for  as  Charles 
Hyneman — a  vigorous  proponent  of  the  view  that  Congress  rather  than 
the  President  ought  to  be  the  directing  force  in  Government — has  put 
it,  "the  branch  of  the  Government  that  is  responsible  for  saying  what 
the  Government  is  to  do  must  be  a  position  to  observe  what  the  Gfovern- 
ment  is  already  doing."  ^ 

It  is  this  consideration — that  if  Congress  needs  to  loiow  what  is 
going  on  in  the  world  outside  the  United  States,  it  also  needs  to  know 
what  is  going  on  in  Washington — that  has  given  such  a  sharp  edge  to  so 
many  of  the  postwar  information  debates  that  have  disturbed  the 
AVashington  political  waters.  Certainly  no  postwar  issues  have  raised 
congressional  concern  to  a  higher  pitch  than  did  the  internal  security 
controversies  of  the  late  forties  and  early  fifties,  or  the  later  question 
of  whether  the  Johnson  administration  was  seriously  and  actively  com- 
mitted to  a  negotiated  settlement  of  the  Vietnam  war. 

Defining  the  Congressional  Eole 

TVliat  becomes  clear  from  a  study  of  recent  history  is  that  much  of 
the  difficulty  Congress  has  in  acquiring  useful  information  on  inter- 
national affairs  is  related  in  a  direct  way  to  the  kind  of  role  it  plays 
in  these  matters.  Once  more  one  may  turn  the  conventional  wisdom  on 
its  head  by  observing  that  it  is  not  so  much  that  information  brings 
power  as  it  is  that  power  brings  information;  or  rather,  in  the  case 
of  Congress,  that  relative  powerlessness  leads  to  serious  informational 
deprivations.  The  important  consideration  here  is  that  information 
capabilities  are  a  function  of  position  in  the  decisionmaking  process. 
The  kinds  of  decisions  a  participant  is  charged  with  making,  and  is 
willing  to  make,  and  the  way  he  goes  about  making  them,  influences 
in  crucial  ways  the  amount,  kind,  and  quality  of  information  he  receives 
and  can  use.  There  is  irony,  then,  in  the  observation  that  a  major 
source  of  congressional  information  deficiencies  has  been  the  decision 
taken  by  Congress  itself  not  to  play  an  active  and  central  role  in 
foreign  policymaking. 

In  good  part,  of  course,  this  is  less  a  decision  than  a  reflection  of  the 
fact  that  over  time  most  Congressmen  and  Senators  have  shown  little 
sustained  interest  in  the  Nation's  affairs  abroad.  The  intensity  of  con- 
gressional interest  rises  and  falls,  and  its  focus  shifts  here  and  there, 
with  the  ebb  and  flow  of  crisis,  but  the  general  level  of  concern  has  been 
low.  Koger  Hilsman  reports  on  being  told,  by  a  "man  with  long  experi- 
ence on  Capitol  Hill  who  later  moved  to  the  State  Department,"  that 
admin isti'ation  officials  who  have  the  task  of  sustaining  a  cooperative 
relationship  with  Congi'ess  "not  only  have  to  be  willing  to  have  Con- 
gressmen participate  in  the  lengthy  ])]'ocess  of  policymaking,  thoy  have 
also  to  be  grimly  determined  to  hunt  them  down  and  drag  them  there."  * 
Seuatoi-  Fnlbi'ight  has  also  testified  on  this  point  in  noting  "the 
])remiiim  our  political  system  places  on  localism  and  parochialism  in 
1  lie  election  of  public  officials." 

1  lIviHMiinii,  CMinrlos  S.  "Biirenucrncy  in  a  Democracy."  New  York,  ITarper  &  Bros.,  1950, 
p.  ir.i. 

•IlilsDian,  op.  clt.,  p.  740. 
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Foreign  policy  is  scarcely  ever  the  crucial  factor  in  the  election  of  a  Congress- 
man. The  rise  of  a  successful  politician  to  power  in  the  United  States  l)esi)ealvs  an 
impressive  measure  of  skill  in  two  areas  :  The  al)ility  to  satisfy  the  domestic  needs 
and  desires  of  a  substantial  portion  of  our  citizenry,  and  the  ability  to  manipulate 
political  machinery  with  shrewdness  and  deftness.  At  no  point  in  his  rise  to 
powerful  office  does  the  typically  successful  politician  find  it  imperative  to  school 
himself  in  the  requirements  and  problems  of  foreign  policy.  Indeed  his  preoccupa- 
tion with  local  matters  and  with  poUtical  machinery  is  virtually  bound  to  prevent 
him  from  acquiring  any  breadth  or  depth  of  knowledge  in  the  field  of  foreign 
affairs.^ 

To  some  extent,  but  Avith  considerably  more  qualification,  similar 
observations  may  be  made  of  Presidents,  who  usually  must  make  their 
way  upward  throu<rh  the  same  domestic  political  process,  and  who, 
when  at  tlie  top,  like  most  le^^islators  have  far  too  much  to  do  for 
the  time  they  have  to  do  it  in;  but  the  erratic  and  low-level  attentiye- 
ness  of  both  sets  of  elected  officials  must  be  contrasted  with  that  in- 
stitutionalized, comprehensive  alertness  that  characterizes  the 
bureaucracy.  This  constitutes  a  main  source  of  strength  to  any 
administration. 

It  is  only  fair  to  add  that  this  outlook  is  in  good  part  a  direct  re- 
flection of  the  attitudes  prevalent  in  most  congressional  constituencies. 
From  an  analysis  of  public  opinion  polls,  Gabriel  Almond  once  con- 
cluded that  in  the  United  States  "the  characteristic  response  to  ques- 
tions of  foreign  policy  is  one  of  indifference." 

Tnder  normal  circumstances  the  American  public  has  tended  to  be  indifferent 
to  questions  of  foreign  policy  because  of  their  remoteness  from  everyday  inter- 
ests and  activities.  When  foreign  policy  questions  assume  the  aspect  of  immedi- 
ate threat  to  the  normal  conduct  of  affairs  they  break  into  the  focus  of  attention 
and  share  the  public  consciousness  with  private  and  domestic  concerns.  It  is 
not  the  foreign  or  domestic  character  of  the  issue  which  determines  the  acces- 
sibility of  public  attention,  but  the  intimacy  of  the  impact.  From  this  point  of 
view,  foreign  policy,  save  in  moments  of  grave  crisis,  has  to  labor  under  a 
handicap ;  it  has  to  shout  to  be  heard  even  a  little.* 

Yet  despite  these  attitudes,  the  world  is  so  made  that  Congress  can- 
not escape  from  dealing  with  foreign  matters  altogether.  The  postwar 
world,  in  particular,  posed  threats  and  opportunities  too  massive  and 
too  evidently  pregnant  with  the  potential  for  atomic  violence  to  be 
pushed  aside.  Congress  has  been  forced,  therefore,  to  seek  out  a  role 
in  foreign  affairs  that  goes  beyond  mere  abstention  or  negativism. 
This  has  produced  two  major  ''tactical*'  adjustments.  First,  it  will  be 
noted  that  even  on  domestic  issues  the  great  weight  and  variety  of 
matters  awaiting  Government  decision  force  the  Member  to 
specialize — to  gain  a  measure  of  expertise  in  some  few  areas  while 
eschewing  anything  more  than  an  intelligent  layman's  competence  in 
most  others.  To  make  up  for  his  lack  of  information  and  experience 
outside  his  own  specialty,  he  typically  adopts  the  device  of  keying  his 
own  behavior  to  that  of  those  of  his  colleagues  and  others  that  he 
knows  to  have  the  special  competence  he  lacks.  This  procedure  is  ap- 
plied to  foreign  affairs  as  well ;  those  Congressmen  and  Senators — the 
majority — who  take  no  specialized  interest  and  have  no  specialized 
knowledge  in  foreign  relations  often  adapt  their  behavior  to  those  who 


3  Fiilbright.  William.  "American  foreign  policy  in  the  20th  Century  under  an  ISth 
Century  constitution."  Cornell  Law  Quarterly,  vol.  47.  fall  1961  :  6. 

*  Almond,  Gabriel  A.  "The  American  People  and  Foreign  Policv."  New  York,  Harcourt, 
Brace  &  Co.,  1950,  pp.  70-71. 
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do.  most  especially  the  congressional  committees  that  deal  directly  with 
foreign  and  military  affairs.  However,  to  the  extent  that  Congress  as  a 
whole  may  be  said  to  have  chosen  to  "specialize''  in  domestic  concerns, 
it  has  had  to  look  outside  itself  for  much  of  this  kind  of  leadership,  and 
the  place  it  has  looked  most  often  has  been  to  the  Presidency.  Here 
longstanding  precedents,  a  particular  theory  of  the  separation  of 
powers  that  seems  to  warrant  yielding  control  over  foreign  relations 
largely  to  Presidential  discretion,  ancl  the  more  generalized  influence 
of  what  has  been  called  the  executive  force  model  of  Government, 
have  come  to  the  aid  of  convenience.  Congress  wants  the  President  to 
do  the  job;  furthermore,  it  is  his  duty  to  do  it.  Congress  thus  assumes 
the  role  of  endorsing  Presidential  decisions,  or  reviewinfj  them  in  licfht 
of  consequences.  As  often  as  not,  endorsement  means  little  more  than 
acquiescence. 

A  second  tactic  has  involved  seeking  out  a  role  for  Congress  that 
is  activist  but  still  congenial  to  the  preference  of  most  ^lembers  to 
maintain  a  low  profile  in  foreign  affairs  while  concentrating  on  do- 
mestic issues.  Conofress  traditionally  has  shown  greatest  interest  in 
international  problems  with  an  immiediate  impact  on  domestic  affairs. 
The  tariff  is  a  case  in  point.  Often,  however,  niatters  of  this  kind  are  at 
best  peripheral  to  the  central  concerns  of  national  diplomacy,  which 
thus  escape  the  net  of  broad  congressional — though  not  committee — 
interest.  Congress  also  has  tended  to  assume  a  role  that  stresses  what 
may  be  called  the  program  aspects  of  foreign  policy  over  the  related 
but  quite  different  business  of  broad  policy  direction.  In  most  cases^ 
there  simply  is  no  vehicle  beyond  the  program  legislation  by  which 
Congress  can  make  any  collective  statement  concerning  the  iDroader, 
controlling  policy  issues.  The  "foreign  policy  resolutions"  have  served 
on  occasion  as  such  an  instrument,  but  these  haA^e  been  used  rather 
rarely,  erratically  and  Avith  uncertain  results.  Thus  Congress  ap- 
proaches the  executiA^e  policy  initiatives  that  mediate  its  relations  Avith 
the  outside  Avorld  in  the  spirit  of  the  laAvmaker  and  the  accountant 
rather  than  that  of  the  diplomat.  Its  committee  oriranization  reflects 
this  preoccupation.  The  business  of  articulating  the  broad  policies  that 
giA'e  program  legislation  its  relcA^ance  has  most  often  been  ceded  to  the 
President,  the  executiA^e  departments,  and  their  staffs. 

The  Coxseqfexces  of  Abstextioxtszvi 

This  tendency  of  Congress  to  confine  its  attentions  largely  to  pro- 
grams as  opposed  to  broad  policy  issues  reflects  an  implicit  judgment 
as  to  tlie  kinds  of  problems  and  the  kinds  of  information  Congress  is 
best  (>qui])p(Ml  to  linndle.  Some  scholars  have  argued  that  Avhen  Con- 
giess  concerns  itself  OA^erly  much  Avith  program  details  it  is  doing  the 
one  thing  that  a  body  of  political  general ists  can  do  least  well,  in 
effect  meeting  the  bureaucratic  specialist  on  his  home  ground.  Con- 
LH'ess,  and  especially  the  Senate,  according  to  this  vicAv,  would  do  Avell 
to  conceptualize  their  fniictions  moi-e  in  terms  of  a  rou7irJl  of  state, 
whose  conrern  Avoiild  be  to  cooperate  with  the  President  in  giving  broad 
policy  guidance  to  the  policy  iin])lenienters,  thereby  bringin.fr  jiolitical 
conunonsense  and  experience  to  hear  on  the  narrow-based  reconnnen- 
(hitions  of  the  experts  and  controlling  executive  action  from  above 
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rather  than  bolow.  If  practice  is  any  guide,  however,  it  is  safe  to  say 
that  most  legisLators  themselves  have  taken  a  different  view.  The 
prevailing  theory  in  the  postwar  period  seems  to  have  been  that 
detailed  legislative  enactments  and  perhai)S  an  activist  prosecution 
of  the  oversight  function  are  what  the  Nation  needs  most  from  Con- 
gress and  what  Congress  can  do  best.  According  to  tliis  view,  to  ask 
Congress  to  concern  itself  Avith  broad  policy  questions  is  to  misjudge 
its  real  function  in  the  American  political  system  and  its  real 
capabilities. 

It  is  evident  that  these  opposing  arguments  rest  on  very  different 
conceptions  of  the  capabilities  and  functions  of  legislatures.  Here  one 
can  only  note  that  the  choice  actually  made  has  luid  practical  con- 
sequences for  congressional  information  capabilities:  In  tlie  policy 
area,  as  elsewhere,  little  power  means  little  information.  Xotice  has 
been  taken  of  some  of  the  practical  barriers  confronting  the  outsider 
who  seeks  to  penetrate  the  policymaking  process,  but  to  a  considerable 
degree  the  problem  here  is  one  of  incentive.  If  Congress  has  no  inten- 
tion to  make  broad  public  policy  decisions  in  a  particular  area,  it  will 
have  no  incentive  to  collect  and  evaluate  information  useful  to  that 
end.  It  will  accomplish  very  little  to  provide  it  with  computers,  an 
enlarged  professional  staff,  or  other  technical  means  of  information 
support  in  this  situation.  Furthermore,  in  foreign  affairs,  as  in  other 
areas,  there  is  something  to  be  said  for  the  old  saw  that  one  learns 
best  by  doing;  it  is  only  in  the  process  of  grappling  forcibly  Avith  a 
policy  issue  that  some  degree  of  mastery  is  attained.  It  is  in  the  pos- 
session of  this  kind  of  "practical"'  knowledge  that  the  bureaucracy 
acquires  its  greatest  advantage,  and  it  is  a  knowledge  not  readily 
communicable  to  those  who  lack  a  working  experience  with  the  issues. 

Incentive  is  also  critical  on  the  executive  side  of  the  equation,  and 
in  a  special  way.  Morton  Halperin  has  suggested  that  in  AVashington 
most  information  "travels"  in  the  form  of  orgumentH  advanced  for  or 
against  particular  policy  options.^  Arguments  originate  with  inter- 
ested parties  and  are  addressed  to  those  whose  power  it  is  to  make  de- 
cisions. The  power  to  make  decisions  thus  acts  as  a  sort  of  magnet 
attracting  argument,  which  is  to  say  information.  As  Washington's 
single  most  powerful  decisionmaker  in  foreign  affairs,  the  President 
exerts  a  strong  centralizing  attraction  on  the  flow  of  information,  not 
only  through  formal  channels,  of  which  he  is  the  center  or  apex  in  any 
case,  but  through  important  informal  ones  as  well.  The  same  is  true 
of  certain  department  heads  and  other  important  officials.  Comrress, 
whose  foreign  affairs  decisionmaking  role  is  less  central,  exerts  a  lesser 
magnetism.  To  put  the  matter  in  economic  terms,  congressional  inertia 
at  the  policy  level  produces  a  situation  in  which  there  is  reduced  de- 
mand pull  and  supply  push  for  congressional  information.  AVhen 
Congress  remains  passive,  legislators  have  less  motive  to  demand, 
and  executive  officials  little  to  volunteer,  information  relevant  to  a 
particular  policy. 

Only  in  particular  cases  where  the  part  it  must  play  is  derisive, 
which  by  and  large  are  cases  where  its  constitutional  funcfinns  are 
clear  cut  and  cannot  be  ignored,  abdicated,  or  interpreted  away,  does 


5  Halperin.  :^^o^ton.  "Bureaucratic  Politics  and  Foreign  Policy."  Washington,  D.C.,  the 
Brookings  Institution,  1974,  p.  135. 
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Congress,  too,  exert  this  kind  of  attractive  force.  Evidence  from  the 
postwar  period  suggests  that  in  those  cases  where  institutional  im- 
peratives push  it  into  the  center  of  the  action,  as  happens  with  treat- 
ies, or  as  occurred  in  the  early  postwar  years  with  the  containment 
doctrine  when  congressional  action  was  essential  to  the  elaboration  of 
an  unprecedented  foreign  aid  and  security  structure.  Congress  is 
much  better  able  to  meet  its  information  needs  thnn  in  those  contrast- 
ing situations — for  instance,  the  early  stages  of  the  U.S.  involvement 
in  Southeast  Asia — where  initiative  and  control  can  be  conceded  in 
la  roe  measure  to  the  President. 

A  further  point  may  be  noted :  Administrators  ordinarily  will  con- 
cede that  they  are  under  some  general  constitutional  obligation  to  keep 
Congress  "informed"  on  foreign  affairs.  However,  since  congressional 
information  needs  are  a  function  of  the  congressional  role,  abdication 
in  the  policy  area  gives  the  executive  branch  great  leeway  in  discharg- 
ing this  rather  abstract  obligation.  The  "need  to  know"  prin- 
ciple has  given  the  executive  branch  a  conveniently  elastic  excuse 
for  withholdimr  information  it  would  rather  not  divulge  on  other 
grounds.  Trouble  arises  because  individual  members  of  committees 
refuse  to  conform  to  the  loose  oversight  role  Congress  has  adopted,  or 
because  under  the  impact  of  external  events  Congress  itself  is  not 
consistent  over  time  in  accepting  a  subordinate  position.  Though  con- 
tent to  play  a  modest  and  secondary  role  in  calm  weather,  it  is  properly 
aroused  whenever  the  seas  get  rough  and  a  course  of  action  the  execu- 
tive branch  has  chosen  to  steer,  with  program  support  from  Congress, 
tlirentens  to  carry  the  country  into  dangerous  waters.  It  then  attempts 
to  intervene,  only  to  find  itself  ill-equipped  in  organizational  or 
information  terms  to  do  so.  The  results  are  frustration,  height- 
ened executive-legislative  tensions,  and  a  general  decline  in  mutual 
trust. 

Outside  Information  Sources 

Tt  should  be  added  that  the  disadvantages  of  being  an  "outsider" 
to  the  executive  dominated  policy  process  are  greatly  multiplied  by 
the  relative  dearth  of  alternative  infoi'mation  sources  outside  the 
Govei-nmont  buT'oaucracy.  One  way  to  look  at  this  is  to  contrast  the 
relatively  rich  information  resources  available  to  the  Congressman  or 
Senator  on  domestic  coiicei-ns  with  the  meager  resources  available  to 
him  on  devel()])ments  abroad.  Tn  the  first  ])lace,  on  domestic  issues  the 
legislator  has  that  most  solid  of  all  grounds  to  build  on — his  own  long 
personal  experienc<^  with  the  affairs  of  his  local  community,  his  district 
o]'  State,  and  the  Nation,  as  well  as  a  formal  education' in  local  and 
national  history,  literature,  and  the  laws.  Few  ]\rembers  bring  to 
tlicii-  task  a  })ei-sonal  knowledge  of  foreign  countries  even  vaguely 
comparable  to  tliat  which  they  have  of  their  own.  In  axhlition,  once  ill 
odice,  the  Member  may  draw  on  other  important  sources  of  in- 
foiiiiation  tliat  are  available  on  domestic  but  not  foreign  affairs,  in- 
cluding fre(|uent  trips  home,  whei-e  contacts  are  numerous,  knowledge- 
nl)le,  and  articulate;  constituency  mail;  and  an  extensive  Washington 
lol)by  corps.  Tlie  information  resources  of  Congress  as  a  whole  are 
likewise  stronger  in  Uic  domestic  sphere,  whei*e  the  }K)wers  of  investi- 
gat  ion  and  oversight  count  for  much,  while  abroad  they  mean  very 
litllo. 
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Furthormore,  thoro  is  the  important  contribution  of  tho  scliolarly 
community,  independent  commentators,  the  publisliinf^  industry,  and 
a  powerful  and  active  domestic  press.  Tt  is  true,  of  course,  tliat  tlic 
press  also  covers  foreign  events,  but  seldom  as  thoroughly  as  domestic 
affairs.  Besides,  it  is  a  long  step  from  a  good  news  story  to  a  coherent 
policy  view.  Fitting  sound  information  into  a  logical  and  compre- 
hensive policy  framework  is  no  easy  matter ;  here  the  executive  branch's 
advantages  exert  themselves  with  particular  force.  The  potential  value 
of  contributions  from  scholars  and  the  media  has  been  further  com- 
promised by  the  circumstance  that  increasingly  from  the  late  thirties 
onward,  the  greater  part  of  the  intellectual  community,  which  other- 
wise might  have  been  a  source  of  alternative  viewpoints  on  national 
policy,  has  largely  wedded  itself  to  executive  power,  and  been  more 
inclined  to  second  its  vision  of  world  conditions  and  national  needs 
than  to  challenge  them.  Only  recently — largely  as  a  result  of  the  war 
in  Southeast  Asia — has  the  question  been  raised  to  much  effect  in 
academic  and  other  intellectual  forums  whether  it  is  altogetlier  wise 
to  depend  upon  the  executive  branch  for  interpretations  of  this  kind 
when  its  own  organizational  interests  and  ideological  commitments  are 
so  clearly  at  stake. 

Partisanship 

One  cannot  leave  this  subject  of  the  interplay  of  information  and 
the  congressional  role  in  foreign  affairs  without  saying  something 
about  partisanship,  which  impinges  directlj^,  not  only  on  the  percep- 
tions and  behavior  of  individual  Members,  but  also  on  the  capacity 
of  Congress  to  defend  its  institutional  interests  against  executive 
competition.  To  begin  with,  one  must  consider  that  ideological  and 
partisan  thinking  is  in  a  dual  sense  committed  thinking.  In  the  first 
place,  it  rests  upon  and  expresses  a  certain  mental  "set,"  a  persistent 
and  generally  coherent  intellectual  and  effective  orientation  to  the 
world  that  exists  prior  to  and  independent  of  the  data  of  current  ex- 
perience, giving  those  data  their  meaning  and  value  while  itself  re- 
sisting any  change  or  reinterpretation,  even  when  such  an  adjustment 
would  seem  to  an  objective  observer  to  be  required,  undergoing  at  most 
small  adjustments,  rather  to  preserve  itself  than  to  admit  error.  But 
partisan  thinking  is  not  merely  thought;  it  is  thought  in  action, 
thought  committed  to  the  advancement  of  some  cause.  Thus  the 
thought  processes  of  the  partisan  are  subject  to  contradictory  aims  : 
Traditional  morality  and  perhaps  a  kind  of  natural  instinct  counsel  re- 
spect for  the  truth — the  truth  for  "its  OAvn  sake" ;  success  for  the  cause 
demands  consideration  of  the  parameters  of  power — of  means  to  ends. 
The  result  is  give-and-take  between  this  will  to  truth  and  the  political 
imperatives  of  the  moment. 

In  Congress,  as  elsewhere,  the  impact  of  these  commitments,  ideo- 
logical and  partisan,  on  the  exchange  and  use  of  information  is 
anything  but  benign.  Because  the  partisan  mental  set  is  relatively 
impervious  to  current  fact  or  reason  that  stand  in  conflict  with  it,  and, 
indeed,  often  displays  an  impressive  capacity  to  subvert  both  its  own 
ends,  it  is  often  a  source  of  much  perceptual  error,  faulty  evaluation, 
and  wrong  action.  The  struggle  for  power,  too,  is  an  influence,  impart- 
ing a  degree  of  "dishonesty"  to  most  partisan  activity,  a  consequence 
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not  of  personal  turpitude  but  the  requirements  of  effective  action.  It 
is  not  only  the  case  that  the  truth  is  distorted  to  serve  power;  it  is  also 
that  the  truth  itself,  or  what  passes  for  such,  is  a  source  of  power  and 
is  treated  accordingly.  In  Washington,  to  have  "the  truth  on  one's 
side,"  or  even  just  the  appearance  of  it,  is  to  possess  great  advantages. 
In  these  circumstances,  information  is  treated  with  all  the  exaggerated 
respect  that  power  usually  commands  in  a  capital  city ;  on  eA'ery  side, 
executive  and  legislative,  frankness  and  candor  give  way  to  calcula- 
tion, and  truth  can  become  a  casualty. 

These  influences  of  partisanship  are  well-known  and  much  lamented, 
though  to  little  effect.  But  partisan  behavior  also  raises  this  further 
problem :  In  the  direct  struggle  between  Congress  and  the  executive 
branch  for  information  and  a  degree  of  polic}'  control,  partisan  loyal- 
ties and  interests  all  but  guarantee  that  on  procedural  questions  relat- 
ing to  the  separation  of  powers,  of  which  congressional  demands  for 
information  are  an  instance,  the  President  will  find  allies  in  Congress, 
those  who  support  him  against  their  own  insfitutioiial  interest,  not 
necessarily  on  the  merits  of  the  specific  procedural  complaint,  good  or 
bad,  but  because  the  President  is  of  their  own  party  (partisanship  in 
the  narrower  sense),  or  because  the  procedural  issue  is  subordinate  to 
some  substantive  dispute  on  which  they  and  the  President  are  agreed, 
whether  he  be  of  the  same  party  or  not. 

This  latter  ideological  relationship  to  the  President's  policy  is  less 
a  matter  of  explicit  calculation  than  of  common  perceptions.  To  those 
who  do  not  "see"  things  the  way  the  President  "sees"  them,  his  "de- 
ceitfulness"  is  all  to  obvious;  those  who  share  his  perceptions  stand 
incredulous  at  opposition  charges  of  deception.  Truthfulness,  one 
mi^ht  say.  is  subject  to  partisan  definition. 

This  suggests,  of  course,  that  partisanship  may  also  serve  as  stimulus 
to  a  valuable  legislative  skepticism.  If  the  President  can  ahvays  de- 
pend u])on  legislative  allies,  he  can  also  expect  a  certain  amount  of 
legislative  suspicion:  furthermore,  while  he  draws  sustenance  from 
conirressional  supporters,  op]wsition  Legislators  do  the  same  from 
dissidents  within  the  administration.  In  this  regard,  the  postwar  period 
rcA-eals  an  interesting  j)attern  :  Complaints  concerning  executive  infor- 
mation practices  almost  invariably  originate  with  those  within  and 
without  the  Congress  who  are  set  upon  challenging  some  substantive 
policy  being  pursued  by  the  administration  in  power. 

Such  com])laints,  in  fact,  are  a  main  weapon  of  attack  for  those 
who  are  dissatisfied  with  current  policy  and  the  consensus  on  which 
it  rests,  who  stand  outside  that  consensus  politically  and  intellectually 
anrl  want  to  see  it  changed.  Obvious  reasons  for  this  tactic  are  to  be 
found  in  this  analysis:  The  first  is  that  outsiders  face  real  barriei*s 
in  trying  to  gain  access  to  information  about  policies  being  pursued 
by  an  adininistration,  and  the  more  hostile  they  are  known  to  be,  the 
greater  will  be  \\\v  dilliculties.  Yet  it  is  a  curious  fact  that  those  who 
mount  such  attacks  on  current  policy  are  not  much  given  to  con- 
fessions of  igiiorancc.  On  the  contrary,  policy  revolutions  generally 
are  launched  in  tlie  name  of  some  superior  grasp  of  the  realities. 
This  suggests  tliat  the  "information  ploy"  may  have  more  than  one 
source  and  seive  more  than  one  purpose.  On  one  level  it  expresses  a 
general  need  for  information  relating  to  the  policy  being  called  into 
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question;  on  another,  it  is  an  attempt  to  embarrass  an  administration 
by  exposing  sometliino-  it  would  rather  conceal,  not  always  a  successful 
tactic,  but  sometimes  deadly,  especially  in  the  case  of  secret  diplomacy 
and  covert  operations.  It  can  also  serve  the  purpose  of  shifting  the 
focus  of  public  controversy  away  from  a  relatively  complex  and  dis- 
tant foreign  policy  issue  wdtli  limited  public  appeal  to  an  ostensibly 
simpler  matter  closer  to  home  that  is  sure  to  get  Avide  support — the 
''people's  right  to  know." 

All  this  is  merely  to  say  that  policy  "rebels"  are  as  aware  of  the 
power  potential  of  information  as  are  defenders  of  tlie  status  quo. 
And  it  remains  true  that  the  root  cause  of  these  disputes  is  usually  that 
'•partisan"  difference  of  perception  already  mentioned,  which  differ- 
ence lias  the  effect  of  giving  somewhat  exaggerated  emphasis  to  the 
real  difficulties  the  outsider  encounters  in  obtaining  information  about 
current  policy. 

In  the  end,  however,  the  advantage  in  this  struggle  more  often  lies 
with  those  who  control  the  massive  machinery  of  executive  power, 
largely  for  reasons  already  given,  but  also  because  the  executive  branch 
collectively  is  better  disciplined  and  more  conscious  of  its  organiza- 
tional interests.  As  Robert  Dahl  has  obsen^ed,  at  times  the  executive 
branch  may  appear  to  be  decentralized,  and  even  out  of  control,  es- 
pecially when  viewed  from  the  White  House,  but  compared  with  Con- 
gress ''it  is  unified,  it  is  decisive,  it  is  expert."  ^ 

6  Dahl,  op.  cit,  p.  62. 


Chapter  VIII 
CONCLUSIONS 


Initiati^*e,  Sales3Iaxsiiip,  Leadership 

The  combined  effect  of  these  various  executive  branch  information 
advantages,  and  of  these  several  sources  of  congressional  weakness,  is 
to  reinforce  a  situation  in  which  the  initiative  in  control  over  foreign 
affairs  has  lain  almost  exclusively  with  the  administration  in  office. 
This  power  of  initiative  is  itself  an  information  advantage  that  re- 
dounds to  the  benefit  of  the  executive.  By  and  large  it  is  the  executive 
branch  that  identifies  and  defines  the  substance  and  scope  of  national 
problems  abroad,  formuhites  the  alternatives  of  government  action, 
and  chooses  a  course  for  the  Xation  to  follow.  It  then  musters  its  forces 
and  goes  to  Congress — if  it  goes  at  all — with  a  firm  decision  in  hand 
to  ask  that  body  for  endorsement,  funds,  and  the  authority  necessary 
to  pursue  the  selected  policy.  At  this  point  it  approaclies  Congress  in 
the  manner  of  a  saJesinan  with  a  product  to  sell,  structuring  its  presen- 
tation accordingly,  with  information  and  analysis  weighted  heavily  in 
favor  of  a  preferred  alternative.  This  style  of  procedure  is  most  pro- 
nounced in  crisis  situations,  but  in  fact  is  characteristic  of  the  execu- 
tive approach  to  executive-legislative  "consultations"  generally, 
whether  on  jDrograms  and  the  budget,  broad  policy,  or  military  or 
diplomatic  initiatives. 

It  need  hardly  be  said  that  the  effect  of  this  is  to  disadvantage  the 
Congress  by  reducing  its  maneuvering  room  quite  drastically.  By  de- 
laying until  the  last  moment,  executiA'e  officials  deprive  Congress  of 
what  is  certainly  the  most  precious  information  resource  of  all,  the 
time  for  independent  deliberation.  By  withholding  information  until 
the  decision  is  made  and  then  tailoring  the  data  and  the  argimients  to 
support  a  particular  choice,  it  freezes  debate  in  terms  most  favorable 
to  its  own  outlook  and  interests  but  disadvantageous  to  potential 
critics.  This  is  especially  the  case  when  Imowledge  of  previously  con- 
sidered alternative  courses  of  action — the  "options" — is  withheld, 
which  it  usually  is.  Debate,  if  there  is  any,  will  then  center  on  wliether 
the  policy  should  be  "A"  (the  executive  proposal)  or  "not  A" — almost 
certain  to  be  a  sterile  exercise — rather  than  on  an  exploration  of  vari- 
ous possible  courses  of  action.  The  congressional  critic  is  put  in  the 
uncomfortable  position  of  being  able  to  say  only  that  he  doesn't  like 
a  given  proposal  without  being  able  to  say  with  anv  precisioii  just  what 
he  does  like.  Thus  he  must  choose  between  going  along  or  facing 
charges  of  "obstructionism."  So  onerous  does  it  become  to  challenge 
executive  spokesmen  in  their  prepared  positions  that  acquiescence 
often  seems  preferable  even  when  doubts  are  quite  strong. 

(97) 
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Yet  this  is  exactly  the  way  executive  officials  would  have  it.  If 
the  executive  branch  has  had  the  initiative  in  foreign  affairs,  it  has 
also  borne  the  major  burden  of  public  responsibility.  To  get  results 
it  has  often  needed  the  backing  of  Congress,  and  to  get  that  support 
it  has  to  use  all  the  powers  it  commands,  both  formal  and  informal, 
including  the  manipulation  of  information  for  its  own  advantage. 
The  trouble  is  that  short-term  gains  often  have  been  bought  only  at 
a  high  long-term  cost.  Officials  have  gotten  what  the}^  wanted  at  the 
moment,  but  their  methods  often  have  planted  seeds  of  deep  congres- 
sional suspicion,  resentment,  and  ultimately  resistance. 

It  is  a  major  conclusion  of  this  study  that  congressional  informa- 
tion problems  are  in  large  measure  a  direct  consequence  of  the  role 
Congress  plays  in  the  decisionmaking  process  in  the  making  of  U.S. 
foreign  policy.  In  a  sense,  there  is  a  sort  of  natural  fit  between  the 
power  Congress  exercises  and  the  information  it  receives;  it  gets  what 
in  a  political  sense  it  deserves  and  can  fruitfully  use.  This  consequen- 
tial link  between  the  role  Congress  plays  in  foreign  affairs  and  the 
information  it  has  on  those  affairs  is  sometimes  overlooked.  Thus  in 
the  Korean  and  Vietnam  wars,  both  of  which  produced  sharp  infor- 
mation controversies  between  the  two  branches,  congressional  disput- 
ants readily  recognized  that  in  the  past  a  lack  of  information  had  been 
a  crippling  deficiency,  and  that  if  they  were  to  play  a  larger  role  in 
l)olicymaking  they  would  need  to  be  better  informed,  but  were  less 
clear  in  noting  the  reciprocal  of  this,  Avhich  was  that  their  lack  of 
information  was  to  an  important  degree  the  consequence  of  a  congres- 
sional abdication  of  an  active  role  in  the  policy  process. 

Information  controversies  arise  because  not  every  Member  of  Con- 
gress is  satisfied  with  the  I'ole  Congress  has  assumed  for  itself,  and 
thus  is  not  personally  satisfied  with  the  information  he  gets  based  on 
that  role.  Dissatisfaction  may  be  confined  to  a  particular  issue,  or  it 
may  be  general ;  though  general,  it  may  focus  on  some  particular  issue 
as  illustrative  of  a  broader  ground  of  discontent.  Problems  also  arise 
because  in  times  of  crisis,  or  wdienever  there  is  a  breakdown  in  con- 
sensus on  policy  between  the  two  branches,  Congress  is  tempted  to 
expand  its  role  into  areas  that  it  had  previously  yielded  to  executive 
discretion,  but  then  finds  itself  unequipped  to  play  its  new  part.  As 
long  as  a  consensus  on  measures  can  be  sustained,  an  administration's 
selective  way  with  the  facts  and  logic  passes  as  "leadership";  when 
consensus  crumbles,  "leadership,"  to  critical  eyes,  begins  to  look  more 
like  hucksterism.  Executive-legislative  relations  degenerate;  candor 
is  further  affected  on  both  sides  as  political  tactics  take  an  ever  greater 
precedence  over  concern  with  the  truth;  and  Congress,  ill-informed, 
becomes  belli frorent  as  well.  The  executive  branch  is  reduced  to  im- 
I)oten('e.  })ut  Congi'ess  is  unable  to  take  its  place  at  the  helm.  National 
Avill  may  be  paralyzed  and  the  ship  of  state  drifts. 

E  ECAPITUL  ATION 

A  reca])itulation  of  the  findings  of  this  analysis  must  begin  with 
recognition  of  the  central  relevance  of  power.  The  information  prob- 
lems of  Congress  in  the  form  examined  here  arises  directly  out  of  the 
juncture  of  two  very  different  and  occasionally  antithetical  human 
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activities — on  the  one  hand,  study  and  analysis,  Avhose  aim  is  the  dis- 
covery of  truth,  and  on  the  otlier  liand,  politics,  \yhose  immediate 
object  is  power.  The  antithesis  is  not  logical  but  ])ractical.  In  the  work- 
aday world  the  demands  of  truth  often  conflict  tactically  with  those 
of  power,  and  one  or  the  other  must  be  sacrificed.  In  this  dispute,  the 
philosophers  and  moralists  traditionally  have  sided  cateororically  with 
truth  against  power,  but  this  implies  an  abstention  from  the  necessities 
of  this  world  that  no  practitioner  of  the  practical  art  of  politics  could 
afford.  The  politician's  function  is  neither  truth  seeking  nor  truth 
telling  as  such,  but  rather  the  translation  of  preferences  into  action. 
Implicitly,  he  makes  his  decisions  not  by  appealing  to  some  abstract 
principle  affirming  the  superior  claims  of  truth,  but  rather  by  weigh- 
ing all  factors  active  in  a  concrete  situation  with  an  eye  to  attaining 
some  good  result.  There  is,  then,  a  kind  of  expediency  inherent  in  the 
political  art,  and  it  is  at  this  juncture  that  the  crux  of  the  "congres- 
sional information  problem"  lies. 

American  national  politics  are  given  an  initial  form  by  the  consti- 
tutional separation  of  powers  and  the  s^'stem  of  checks  and  bal- 
ances, which  split  the  policymaking  sovereignty  into  two  centers  of 
formally  coordinate  and  independent  power,  and,  in  the  words  of 
Edward  Corwin,  not  only  invite  them  to  contest  for  supremacy,  but 
make  that  struggle  almost  inevitable.  Though  Congress  and  the  iPresi- 
dent  stand  on  the  same  level  in  a  formal,  constitutional  sense,  in 
j)ractice  the  balance  of  power  has  tended  until  very  recently  to  shift 
progressively  in  favor  of  the  executive  branch.  Insofar  as  congres- 
sional information  deficiencies  are  both  a  cause  and  a  consequence  of 
the  imbalance,  the  factors  tending  thereto  have  been  described  in 
detail  above.  But  the  practical  consequences  of  the  political  character 
of  information  exchange  in  this  institutional  setting  needs  constant 
reemphasis :  Among  participants  in  the  policymaking  process,  there  is 
a  near  universal  tendency  toward  confidentiality — the  selective  with- 
holding of  information  from  "enemies"  or  com]:>etitors — and  sales- 
marnsMj) — the  structuring  of  that  portion  of  information  that  is 
released  in  such  a  way  as  to  strengthen  one's  own  position  to  the  utmost 
and  to  weaken  that  of  the  opposition  correspondingly.  This  is  true  of 
all  participants,  but  because  it  is  the  executive  branch  that  lias  had 
most  of  the  information  in  the  first  place,  together  Avith  the  bureau- 
cratic resources  to  analyze  and  integrate  it  into  a  coherent  policy 
framework,  while  the  relationship  of  Congress  to  the  decisionmaking 
most  often  has  been  that  of  an  outsider  looking  in,  with  no  clearly 
defined  role  to  play,  except  ex  post  facto  endorsement  in  the  form  of 
funding  and  legal  authority,  the  advantages  that  are  to  be  had 
from  the  manipulation  of  information  have  redounded  largely  to  the 
administration  in  power,  with  a  consequent  enhancement  of  execu- 
tive leverage  in  policymaking. 

TiiE  Limits  of  Technical  Refoem 

^  This  fundamental,  deep-rooted  political  aspect  of  the  congressional 
situation  imposes  sharp  and  probably  insuperable  limitations  on  the 
reach  of  "technical"  solutions  to  the  congressional  information  prob- 
lem in  foreign  affairs.  Reference  is  made  here  to  the  exploding  tech- 
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nolooy  of  information  processing,  the  ever-growing  demand  for 
greater  applications  of  "science''  and  "expertise"  to  the  solution  of 
social  problems,  and  to  the  complex  of  attitudes  and  methodological 
commitments  that  underlie  both.  The  drawback  of  this  approach  lies 
l^reciselv  in  its  tendenc}^  to  ignore  the  political  and  institutional  di- 
mensions of  the  issue.  From  this  perspective  the  information  problems 
of  legislatures  are  seen  as  being  essentially  technical  in  nature,  and 
thus  best  solved  by  applications  of  scientific  method,  the  new  informa- 
tion sciences,  and  recent  lessons  learned  from  experience  in  the  depart- 
ments and  bureaus  of  the  Federal  bureaucracy  and  large-scale  business 
enterprises.  Proposals  in  this  idiom  often  have  a  kind  of  external 
quality,  suggesting  that  congressional  information  problems  are  con- 
ceptually little  different  from  a  problem  like  that  of  keeping  Congress 
supplied  with  paper  and  pencils ;  it  is  merely  a  matter  of  providing 
the  necessary  quantity  of  a  needed  consumable;  in  short,  one  more 
problem  in  the  transfer,  storage,  and  retrieval  of  commodities.  Ad- 
ministratively more  sophisticated  proposals  display  bureaucracy's 
often  excessive  respect  for  the  virtues  of  expertise,  disinterested  "pro- 
fessionalism," planning,  and  hierarchically  coordinated  decisionmak- 
ing, with  a  corollary  hostility  for  the  more  diffuse  and  partisan 
congressional  style.  "Information"  and  "administration"  in  these 
senses  may  even  be  seen  as  a  sort  of  substitute  for  politics,  the  promise 
sometimes  being  held  out  of  doing  away  with  politics  altogether  by 
replacing  the  technique  of  negotiation  and  compromise,  logrolling, 
the  pork  barrel,  and  all  the  rest  of  the  politician's  bag  of  tricks,  with 
the  "scientific"  management  of  social  processes. 

The  concern  here  is  not  with  socinl  or  intellectual  history  but  with 
an  important  methodological  point.  These  new  tendencies  and  admini- 
strative prescriptions  have  worked  admirably  in  many  fields,  and 
there  is  no  intention  here  to  suggest  a  priori  that  they  have  no  appli- 
cability in  the  congressional  setting.  On  the  contrary,  it  seems  evident 
that  information  technology  and  public  administration  hold  out  many 
interesting  new  possibilities  for  meeting  congressional  information 
needs.  Nevertheless,  it  is  vitally  important  that  these  technical  innova- 
tions be  made  with  a  sensitivity  to  their  political  and  institutional 
context,  and,  in  particular,  with  regard  to  their  limiting  conditions, 
the  central  one  of  which  is  the  structure  of  political  incentive.  The 
tendency  to  iirnore  politics  out  of  contempt  for  its  methods  fosters 
overly  simplified  notions  as  to  what  the  information  problems  of 
Congress — an  incorrigibly  political  body — reallv  are,  which  in  tui'n 
often  leads  to  the  entertaining  of  overly  simplified,  essentially  tech- 
nir^al  solutions  that  fail  to  reach  the  more  fundamental  difficulties. 
This,  in  effect,  has  been  the  fate  of  some  congressional  reform  efforts 
in  the  postwar  period.  By  viewimr  conrrressional  information  problems 
as  beinor  in  the  first  instance  political  problems  in  a  specific  institu- 
tional framework,  errors  of  judgment  can  perhaps  be  avoided,  includ- 
ino-  excessive  expectations  in  regard  to  the  payofTs  from  the  a]'>plication 
of  technical  means  and  failni'e  to  consider  the  possibilitv  that  in  a 
given  case  a  political  or  institutional  solution  mio-ht  offer  a  more 
efficacious  and  indeed  the  only  remedy  to  a  stated  problem. 

Tt  is  also  necessary  to  ]^oint  ont,  however,  that  insofar  as  the  analysis 
indicates  that  information  problems  are  a  function  of  factors  inherent 
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ill  the  political  process  itself — partisanship,  for  instance,  or  Ihe  defects 
of  bureaucracy — there  are  also  limits  to  what  might  be  accomplished 
by  political  or  institutional  means.  As  noted  in  a  19G4  study,  many 
congressional  information  problems  quite  simply  are  inhei-ent  in  the 
modern  process  of  decisionmaking,  and  thus  are  beyond  the  reach  of 
reform  or  manipulation. 

Most  of  the  problems  perceived  by  Congressmen  relate  to  conditions  whifh  are 
only  marginally,  if  at  all,  susceptible  to  reform.  The  most  frequently  mentioned 
set  of  responses  relates  to  the  complexity  of  decisionmaking — the  i)robl('in  of 
obtaining  adequate  information  and  of  selecting  the  proper  alternative  from 
among  many  conflicting  courses  of  action.  This  group  of  problems  *  *  *  is 
probably  a  concomitant  of  policymaking  under  any  set  of  rules  or  organizational 
form,  ratlier  than  a  manageable,  "reformable"  situation.^ 

Instituttoxaltzixg  Skepticism 

With  these  cautions  in  mind,  one  can  consider  two  broad  strategies 
tliat  have  been  proposed  for  Congress  to  improve  its  information  capa- 
bilities. One  such  strategy  might  be  called  the  institutio7}/jlization  of 
sl-epticism.  The  ke}^  here  is  partisanship  in  the  wider  sense  in  which 
that  term  has  been  used  in  this  study.  The  aim  would  be  to  provide 
strengthened  institutional  means  for  the  pursuit  of  information  to 
those  whose  political  incentive  are  already  strong,  and  new  institu- 
tional incentives  where  current  political  ones  ai'e  inaderpiate.  One 
proposal  of  the  former  kind  has  been  to  put  control  of  the  Conmiittee 
on  Government  Operations  in  the  hands  of  the  minority  party  in  Con- 
gress when  the  majority  party  controls  the  Presidency.  A  proposal  to 
strengthen  minority  staff  in  the  same  circumstances  is  also  of  this  type. 
Proposals  of  this  kind  will,  of  course,  have  little  relevance  under  con- 
ditions of  divided  government. 

The  more  difficult  problem  is  to  find  ways  to  motivate  those  who  are 
of  the  same  party  as  the  administration,  or  who  are  in  sympathy  with 
the  administration's  program  whatever  their  party  affiliation,  to  keep 
a  critical  eye  on  administration  activities.  There  are  many  suggestions 
in  this  area.  Probably  the  most  "radical,"  in  the  sense  that  it  attempts 
to  get  directly  at  the  root  of  the  problem,  is  Louis  Dexter 's  proposal 
that  Congress  take  steps  to  cultivate  its  "institutional  partriotism," 
that  is.  a  "faith  in  Congress  as  an  institution  with  a  definite  function 
to  perform  vis-a-vis  the  other  two  branches,  and  particularly  the  execu- 
tive." 2  Other  proposals  include  suggestions  to  restructure  the  execu- 
tive-legislative liaison  system  in  sudi  a  way  as  to  make  it  responsive 
to  congressional  rather  than  executive  interests;  to  set  up  separate 
oversight  committees,  subcommittees,  and  calenders:  to  institute  zero- 
based  budgeting:  and  to  adopt  the  British  parliamentary  ]^ractice  of 
a  question  period  with  department  secretaries  on  the  floor.  Tt  is  worth 
noting  that  one  important  device  for  "institutionalizing  skepticism" 
is  already  being  adopted  on  a  growing  scale  in  foreign  and  military 
affairs,  that  being  the  practice  of  annually  authorizing  programs  that 
once  operated  under  ongoing  legislative  authority. 

1 0'Leary,    Michael.    Ed,    "Concressional    Eporffanization  :    Probloms    and    Prnspocts — .\ 
Conference  Report."  Hanover,  N.H.,  Public  Affairs  Center,  Portsmouth  College,  19G4,  p.  23. 
2  Dexter,  op.  eit.,  p.  95. 
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Ax  xVdvisixg  and  Coxsextixg  Couxcil  of  State 

There  are  limits  to  how  far  one  can  go  in  this  direction,  however. 
Whatever  be  the  merits  of  tliis  strategy,  it  follows  from  this  analysis 
that  if  Congress  is  to  have  a  sound,  worldng  grasp  of  the  Xation's 
current  foreign  policy,  it  nmst  maintain  an  active  role  in  the  whole, 
long,  complicated  process  of  deciding  broad  policy  issues.  Otherwise, 
Congressmen  and  Senators  are  doomed  to  remain,  as  the}-  have  been 
throughout  the  postwar  period,  a  "somewhat  privileged  category  of 
outsiders."  ^  The  keys  here  are,  first,  an  explicit  definition  of  an  activist 
and  coordinate  congressional  role  in  policymaking,  and,  second,  the 
adoption  of  an  organizational  expression  of  that  role.  At  the  moment, 
Congress  is  organized  to  consider  and  act  upon  foreign  alt'airs  legisla- 
tion. The  chief  instrument  of  foreign  policy,  however,  is  not  legislation 
but  diplomacy.  This  suggests  that  if  Congress,  and  particular!}'  the 
Senate,  is  to  play  a  truly  active  and  integral  role  in  policymaking,  it 
must  do  so  not  as  a  legislative  body,  but  as  an  advising  and  consenting 
council  of  state.,  a  function  that  the  Founding  Fathers  arguably  in- 
tended for  the  Senate.  A  first  step  in  this  direction  might  be  the  forma- 
tion of  a  joint  committee  on  national  securit}^  or  similar  bod}'. 

At  this  point,  however,  two  objections  assert  themselves.  On  the 
one  hand,  though  recent  years  have  cast  doubts  on  the  wisdom  of  con- 
gressional abstentions  in  foreign  policymaking,  one  cannot  dismiss 
out  of  hand  the  fear  often  expressed  that  an  aggressive  congressional 
presence  in  decisionmaking,  by  producing  two  coordinate  centers  of 
authority  at  the  top,  could  lead  to  disunity,  national  indecision,  and  a 
fatal  paralysis.  No  doubt  this  is  why  so  many  of  those  who  do  insist 
that  Congress  play  a  coordinate  role  with  the  President  have  also 
insisted  on  the  great  value  and  even  the  necessity  of  executive- 
legislative  consultations  to  a  smoothly  functioning  policymaking 
pr'ocess.  Indeed,  genuine  consultations,  as  both  an  information  convey- 
ing and  a  decisonmaking  device,  are  implicit  in  the  very  notion  of  a 
council  of  state,  and  presumably  would  provide  that  ''organic"  rela- 
tionship between  the  two  branches  the  lack  of  which  has  been  cited 
by  George  Galloway  and  others  as  being  perhaps  the  chief  cause  of 
executive-legislative  tensions.*  From  the  point  of  view  of  this  study, 
a  major  value  of  executive-legislative  consultations  is  that  they  pre- 
serve the  close  relationship  that  ought  to  exist  between  information 
exchange  aiul  decision.  As  a  communications  device,  consultations  are 
also  best  at  sorting  out  complex  and  differing  viewpoints,  and  for  con- 
veying certain  kinds  of  vital  inforination  in  a  rather  unique  context — 
a  sense  of  situation,  the  depth  and  drift  of  feeling,  the  relative  power 
of  the  partici])ants,  and  much  political  common  sense  and  wisdom. 
Kevertheless,  there  is  no  certainty  that  either  consultations  or  any 
otlier  device  Avould  provide  the  necessary  degree  of  coordination,  and 
the  dangers  of  divided  authority  need  to  be  carefully  weighed  in  any 
decision  to  alter  radicallv  the  con<i:ivssional  role. 


3  Wcstorficld,  IT.  Bradford.  "Cont,'ross  and  dosed  rolitics  in  National  Socuritv  Affairs." 
Orhis.  vol.  10,  fall  11)00:  741. 

*  Cialloway.  Goorj,'c  B.  "Congress  at  the  Crossroads."  New  York,  Thomas  Y.  Crowell, 
194G,  pp.  200^207. 
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Tlie  second  objection  is  the  reciprocal  of  the  above.  It  is  precisely  the 
contention  of  some  commentators  that  it  is  divided  authority  that 
gives  the  American  system  its  unique  capabilities.  If  it  may  l)e  said 
that  one  learns  by  doing,  it  may  also  be  said,  and  was  said  in  the  dis- 
cussion of  bureaucracy,  that  one  may  become  the  captive  of  what  one 
does.  The  great  value  of  Congress  fi'om  this  perspective  lies  in  its  VQiy 
independence  from  the  executive  decisionmaking  process,  and  espe- 
cially from  executive  sources  of  information,  which  may  as  easily  im- 
prison as  arm  the  intellect.  It  is  precisely  the  outsider's  perspective 
that  needs  to  be  preserved.  This  thought  is  as  old  as  Congress  itself, 
being  stated  quite  clearly  by  Senator  MaClay  of  Pennsylvania  in  the 
very  first  of  the  Senate's  clashes  with  the  executive  branch  over  for- 
eign policy.^  It  is  preserved  in  the  more  recent  idea  that  more  often 
than  not  bipartisanship  is  a  mechanism  for  stifling  congressional 
criticism  and  independent  commentary.  But  both  these  considera- 
tions— that  there  is  danger  in  divided  government,  and  that  there  is 
opportunity — carries  the  discussion  to  and  beyond  the  confines  of  this 
analysis. 

5  MaClay,   William.   "Sketches  of  Debate  in  the  First  Senate  of  the  United  States  in 
17S9-90-91."  Harrisburg,  L.  S.  Hret,  1880,  p.  125. 
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